Page 1 of 94

3:18-cv-01795-JMC  Date Filed 06/29/18 Entry Number 1-5

ACCEPTED FOR PROCESSING - 2018 July 2 1:17 PM - SCPSC - 2018-217-E - Page 1 of 94

Exhibit 3



3:18-cv-01795-JMC  Date Filed 06/29/18 Entry Number 1-5 Page 2 of 94

BEFORE

THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF

SOUTH CAROLINA

DOCKET NO. 2015-103-E - ORDER NO. 2015-661

SEPTEMBER 10, 2015

IN RE: Petition of South Carolina Electric & Gas ) TABLE OF CONTENTS
Company for Updates and Revisions to )
Schedules Related to the Construction of a )
Nuclear Base Load Generation Facility at )
Jenkinsville, South Carolina )
l. INTRODUCTION ...ttt bbbttt bbbt
A. PrIOr BLRA OFUEIS ...ttt bbb
B. The Update Petition in ThisS DOCKEL.........ccccooiiieieiieiieeee e
C. NOLICE aNd INTEIVENTIONS .....vviiieiieiiieite e
D. The Settlement AQreEMENT ........cveii i
E. [ [=T g o o TSRS URTRRTRPRTIN
. STATUTORY STANDARDS AND REQUIRED FINDINGS ......c.cccovvviiiiiiinisiine
1. REVIEW OF THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT .....ccooiiiiiiiiiiieeee e
A. OVBIVIBW ...ttt sttt b et se e b e et e st e e b e e beeneenb e e nbeenee e
IV. REVIEW OF THE EVIDENCE AND EVIDENTIARY CONCLUSIONS. ...........cccoveuue.
A. Update to BLRA Approved Construction Schedule............ccoovvveiiiieiviieiiene
1. Causes of Schedule Delay and SCE&G’S RESPONSE .......ovvvervveierieeiieennnne
2. SCE&G’s Review and Analysis of the Updated
Construction SChedUIE .........covviiiii e
3. Conclusion as to the Updated Construction Schedule...............c.ccoeenn.
B. Update to BLRA Approved Cost Schedule ..........ccooviieiiiieiiccece e
1. Updates to Anticipated EAC COSt .......cooviieiiiieiieecee e
@ Overview of the Additional Anticipated EAC Cost .........c.ccveeneee.
(b)  Origins and Review of the Updated EAC Cost
SCREAUIE ...
(©) Delay Related Updates to EAC Cost FOrecasts............coeevverivennene.
(d) EAC Cost Associated with Productivity Factors and

INAITECE LADOT COSES...ceieeiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e ea e

6 J0 ¢ 9bed - 3-/12-8102 - 9SdOS - Wd 211 2 AINf 810Z - ONISSTO0Hd HO4 314300V


http://www.psc.sc.gov/laws/regulations.asp
https://dms.psc.sc.gov/Web/Dockets/Detail/115413

3:18-cv-01795-JMC  Date Filed 06/29/18 Entry Number 1-5 Page 3 of 94

DOCKET NO. 2015-103-E - ORDER NO. 2015-661

SEPTEMBER 10, 2015

PAGE 2 — Table of Contents

(e) EAC Cost Associated with Identification of
Additional Labor Costs Due to Design Finalization...................... 28

() EAC Cost Associated with NRC Regulatory
SUPPOIT ...ttt 30
(9) Challenged Costs and 90% Payments..........ccoceverierieeneniiesennncns 33
(h) Liquidated DamagesS ........ccueveerieeieiieieeie e seeeesee e eee e see e 36
() Conclusion as to EAC COSt INCreases.........cceoveverererenenenisenneas 36
2. OWNEITS COSL ..ttt sttt ettt e e e see e 37
(@) Owner’s Cost Increases Associated with Delay ...........ccccccevvennns 38
(b) Owner’s Cost Increases Not Associated with Delay ..................... 39
Q) Additional NND Staff. ... 39

1) Operational Readiness: Developing
Programs, Plans and Procedures. ..........cccccceevveennee. 40

@) Operational Readiness: Integrated
Operational Readiness Schedule...............ccc.c....... 41
3) Cyber Security Staffing.........ccccooeeviviiiiiiiinieee 41

4) Turnover in Craft and Technical
TrAINING. ..o 42
(5) Industry Coordinators. .........cccoceevireereenenieneens 42
(6) Offsetting Staffing Changes...........cccccvevvviveieennenn. 43

@) Conclusion as to Changes in
Anticipated Staffing Costs. ........ccccevvvereiieniienne 43
(i) NRC FEES ....vviiieieeie ettt 44
(II1)  Other IT COStS...cueieeieeriieie s 45

(iv)  Other Owner’s Cost Not Associated with
DEIAY ..ot 45

(v) Conclusion as to Owner’s Cost Not
Resulting from Delay ...........cccoovveiiiieniieiecc e 46
3. Change OFUEIS ......eeeieee ettt 47
(@) Plant LayOut SECUFILY.......cccueiieieeie e e eie e sie e see e 47
(b)  Cyber Security Upgrades.........ccccouerveiverieiiesesieseese e e e 48
(c) Schedule Mitigation for Shield Building Panels...............cccccuc...... 49
(d) Federal Health Care ACL.........ccccveeiieiice e 51
(e) Plant Reference Simulator and Software Upgrade ............c.ccoc..... 52

6 J0 € abed - 3-/12-8102 - 9SdOS - Wd 211 2 AINf 810Z - ONISSTO0Hd HO4 314300V



3:18-cv-01795-JMC  Date Filed 06/29/18 Entry Number 1-5 Page 4 of 94

DOCKET NO. 2015-103-E — ORDER NO. 2015-661
SEPTEMBER 10, 2015
PAGE 3 — Table of Contents

VI.
VIL.
VIIL.

() Ovation and Common Q Instrumentation and

Control Maintenance Training SYSteMS.........ccccevvriieriieneniieseennens 52
(0) Simulator Development SYSemM .......cccceviveieiiieie e 53
(h) ITAAC MaiNtENANCE........cveiieirerieeeesie e e se e sae e nes 54
() Warehouse FIre SECUNLY .......covviiierieirie e 55
()] PErCh GUANS......cvveeiecieeieec e 55

(k)  Conclusion related to Change Orders in Cost
SCREAUIE ... 56
() Reductions to Allocations to Santee COOPEr ........ccccvvevvereeiieennenn. 56
C. ORS’s Review and ANAIYSIS........couiiiiiiiie i 57
D. The Sierra Club’s ArQUMENTS ......ooviiiiiieccie et 57
E. The Return on Equity Provision of the Settlement Agreement ............ccccccevvvenene. 61
CONCLUSION ...ttt sttt bbbt eese e s e e s e ntestesbesbeaneareareanes 62
PROCEDURAL FINDINGS AND LEGAL STANDARDS .......cccocoiiiireneie e 64
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.......coiiiiiiiiiiiene e 66
COMMISSION ORDER ..ottt bbb 67

6 J0 ¥ 9bed - 3-/12-8102 - 9SdOS - Wd 211 2 AINf 810Z - ONISSTO0Hd HO4 314300V



3:18-cv-01795-JMC  Date Filed 06/29/18 Entry Number 1-5 Page 5 of 94

BEFORE
THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF
SOUTH CAROLINA
DOCKET NO. 2015-103-E - ORDER NO. 2015-661
SEPTEMBER 10, 2015
ORDER APPROVING
SCE&G’S REQUEST FOR

MODIFICATION OF
SCHEDULES

IN RE: Petition of South Carolina Electric & Gas
Company for Updates and Revisions to the
Capital Cost Schedule and Schedules Related
to the Construction of a Nuclear Base Load
Generation Facility at Jenkinsville, South
Carolina

N N N N N N

l. INTRODUCTION

This matter comes before the Public Service Commission of South Carolina (the
“Commission”) on the Petition of South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (“SCE&G” or
the “Company”) for an order approving an updated capital cost schedule and an updated
construction schedule for the construction of two 1,117 net megawatt (“MW”) nuclear
power units (the “Units”) to be located at the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station near
Jenkinsville, South Carolina. SCE&G filed the Petition in this docket (the “Petition”) on
March 12, 2015, pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. 8 58-33-270(E) (Supp. 2014). Under that
provision of the Base Load Review Act (the “BLRA”), a utility “may petition the
commission . . . for an order modifying any of the schedules, estimates, findings, class
allocation factors, rate designs, or conditions that form part of any base load review
order.” S.C. Code Ann. 8 58-33-270(E). Further, the statute states that “[t]he

commission shall grant the relief requested if, after a hearing, the commission finds...that
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the evidence of record justifies a finding that the changes are not the result of imprudence
on the part of the utility.” Id.

A. Prior BLRA Orders

In Order No. 2009-104(A), dated March 2, 2009, the Commission approved an
initial capital cost schedule and construction schedule for the Units. As approved in that
order, the capital cost for the Units was $4.5 billion in 2007 dollars.® With forecasted
escalation, this resulted in an estimated cost for the Units at completion of $6.3 billion in
future dollars.  The construction schedule approved in Order No.2009-104(A)
anticipated that Unit 2 would be completed by April 1, 2016, and the project as a whole
would be completed by January 1, 2019. The South Carolina Energy Users Committee
(“SCEUC™”) appealed Commission Order No.2009-104(A) to the South Carolina
Supreme Court.?

In April 2009, SCE&G received its initial site-specific, integrated construction
schedule from its principal contractors for the Units, Westinghouse Electric Company,
LLC (“WEC”) and Stone & Webster, a subsidiary of the Shaw Group. At that time,
SCE&G filed a proceeding under S.C. Code Ann. §58-33-270(E) (an “update
proceeding”) for approval of the updated construction schedule for the project and an
updated capital cost schedule which reflected the new schedule of cash flows associated
with the updated construction schedule. The updated schedules did not alter the total

estimated capital cost for the Units of $4.5 billion in 2007 dollars, nor did they change the

! Unless otherwise noted, all dollar amounts used in this Order reflect the cost associated with SCE&G’s
55% share of the ownership of the Units and are expressed in 2007 dollars.

2 An appeal from Order No. 2009-104(A) was also taken by Friends of the Earth. Friends of Earth v. Pub.
Serv. Comm’n, 387 S.C. 360, 692 S.E.2d 910 (2010).
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estimated completion dates for the Units. In Order No. 2010-12 dated January 21, 2010,
the Commission approved the updated schedules.

On August 9, 2010, the South Carolina Supreme Court issued its decision in
SCEUC’s appeal of Order No. 2009-104(A), South Carolina Energy Users Comm. v.
South Carolina Pub. Serv. Comm’n, 388 S.C. 486, 697 S.E.2d 587 (2010) (the
“Opinion”). In the Opinion, the Court ruled that contingency costs that had not been
itemized or designated to specific cost categories were not permitted as a part of
approved capital cost schedules under the BLRA. The effect of this decision was to
require the removal of $438.3 million in projected contingency costs from the capital cost
schedules approved in Order No. 2009-104(A) and Order No. 2010-12.

In the Opinion, the Supreme Court acknowledged that S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-
270(E) allowed SCE&G to petition the Commission to update the capital cost schedule
for the Units as SCE&G identifies and itemizes additional items of cost. The Court
noted, “the General Assembly anticipated that construction costs could increase during
the life of the project. Under § 58-33-270(E), SCE&G may petition the Commission for
an order modifying rate designs.” South Carolina Energy Users, 697 S.E.2d at 592-93.

In response to the Opinion, SCE&G filed a petition in November 2010 for
approval of an updated capital cost schedule. The Commission approved SCE&G’s
updated capital cost schedule in Order No.2011-345, dated May 16, 2011. In that
updated cost schedule, SCE&G removed its owner’s contingency, i.e., costs that had not
been itemized to specific capital cost categories, as required by the Opinion. Where costs

could be itemized, the Company requested Commission approval to include those
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additional costs in the approved capital cost schedules. Because the amount of the newly
itemized costs was less than the amount of the owner’s contingency that was removed
from the approved forecasts, the cost schedule approved in Order No. 2011-345 showed a
reduction in the total estimated capital cost for the Units from $4.5 billion to $4.3 billion.
On May 15, 2012, SCE&G filed a Petition with the Commission pursuant to S.C.
Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E) seeking an order approving an updated construction schedule
and capital cost schedule for the Units. The Company based its request primarily on the
fact that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) had issued the Combined
Operating Licenses (the “COLs”) for the Units approximately nine months later than
originally anticipated which resulted in a rescheduling of the substantial completion
dates. Based on the information available at that time, the updated substantial completion
dates reflected a delay for Unit 2 until March 15, 2017, and an acceleration of Unit 3 to
May 15, 2018. The Company’s request reflected a settlement agreement between
SCE&G and WEC/Shaw (now WEC/CB&I)® related to cost increases caused by the COL
delay, design changes to the AP1000 Shield Building, redesign of certain structural
modules, and unanticipated subsurface rock conditions for Unit 2. Additionally, SCE&G
requested updated Owner’s costs based on information and experience gained over the

course of the project, new safety standards issued after the Fukushima event and other

% In July of 2012, Chicago Bridge & Iron (“CB&I™) announced its intention to acquire the Shaw Group.
When that transaction closed in February of 2013, CB&I became a member of the Consortium and a prime
contractor on the project. Tr. at 271. CB&I Lake Charles is the current name of the module fabrication
unit formerly known as Shaw Modular Solutions or SMS and located in Lake Charles, Louisiana. See
December 2012 SCE&G Quarterly Report at p.7.
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matters. SCE&G also included three smaller change orders in its schedules of anticipated
costs.

In Order No. 2012-884 dated November 15, 2012, the Commission approved
updating the estimated capital cost for the Units from $4.3 billion to approximately $4.5
billion in 2007 dollars and a new milestone schedule tied to substantial completion dates
for Units 2 and 3 of March 15, 2017, and May 15, 2018, respectively. Order No. 2012-
884 was appealed to the South Carolina Supreme Court. The Supreme Court affirmed
the Commission’s ruling in all respects in South Carolina Energy Users Comm. v. South
Carolina Elec. & Gas, 410 S.C. 348, 764 S.E.2d 913 (2014).

B. The Update Petition in This Docket

The updated construction schedule under review here was attached to the Petition
as Exhibit 1, and entered into evidence at the hearing as a part of Hearing Exhibit No. 4
(SAB-2). It is attached to this order as Order Exhibit No. 1. This updated schedule
delays the substantial completion date of Unit 2 by 27 months to June 19, 2019, and Unit
3 by 25 months to June 16, 2020. The updated schedule also adjusts other milestone dates
to reflect current construction plans. The cause of the delay in the project to date has
been delay in the production of submodules for the Units. This fact is uncontested on the
record of this proceeding.

The updated capital cost schedule for the project was attached to the Petition as
Exhibit 2 and entered into evidence at the hearing as a part of Hearing Exhibit No. 10
(CLW-1-P). ltis attached to this order as Order Exhibit No. 2. This schedule increases

the anticipated cost of the Units by $698.2 million in 2007 dollars to $5.2 billion, or
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approximately 15% compared to the forecasts of $4.5 billion approved in Order No.
2012-884. The increases in anticipated costs are related to (a) the effects of schedule
delay on Engineering, Procurement and Construction (EPC) Contract costs and on the
costs to be incurred by SCE&G as Owner in overseeing and supporting the project, (b)
additional costs resulting from labor productivity factors and estimates of the cost of
supporting direct craft labor that are less favorable than originally forecasted, (c) 10
individual change orders under the EPC Contract involving such things as improved
cyber security, site physical security, and additional software systems to support the
project, (d) additional labor costs identified in finalizing the design of the Units, (e) other
increases in SCE&G’s costs as Owner of the Units, and (f) additional Time and Materials
(“T&M”) costs to support amendments to the design licensing basis of the Units and
construction testing of the Units. As set forth in the Petition, these costs have been
reduced by the anticipated recovery of liquidated damages due to delay in the project, and
by SCE&G’s decision to pay 90% of the increased EPC Contract cost associated with
delay and with less favorable than anticipated labor productivity factors and labor support
cost. SCE&G indicates that it intends to challenge these latter costs and that 90%
payments reflect terms of the EPC Contract. The updated figures also reflect a minor
adjustment due to the reallocation of certain shared switchyard costs between SCE&G
and its co-owner, the South Carolina Public Service Authority (also known as Santee

Cooper.) Chart A details these increases:
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CHART A
COST ADJUSTMENTS REQUESTED IN PETITION

(millions of dollars)
Delay Non-Delay  Total

Cost Cost Cost
ESTIMATE AT COMPLETION (EAC) COST
Associated with Delay $ 228.1
Less: Liquidated Damages $ (85.5)
Net Associated with Delay $ 142.6
Not Associated with Delay
Other EAC Cost
Productivity and Staffing Ratios $ 154.8
WEC Time & Materials Changes $ 274
Total: Other EAC Costs $ 182.2
Design Finalization $ 719
Total Not Associated with Delay $ 254.1
TOTAL EAC COST ADJUSTMENT $ 396.7
OTHER EPC ADJUSTMENTS
Ten Change Orders $ 56.5
Less: Switchyard Reallocation $ (0.1)
TOTAL EPC COST ADJUSTMENT $ 453.1
OWNER'S COST
Associated with Delay $ 214.3
Not Associated with Delay $ 308
TOTAL OWNER'S COST ADJUSTMENT $ 245.1
TOTAL ADJUSTMENT $ 3569 $341.3 $ 698.2

Totals may vary due to rounding.

Under the updated schedules, the cost of the Units in future dollars is $6.8 billion
which is an increase of $514 million, or approximately 8% more than the $6.3 billion
amount forecasted in 2009. However, the Petition states that since Order 2009-104(A)
was issued the capital cost of the project to customers has been offset, in current dollars,
by lower than anticipated escalation ($214 million), lower than anticipated debt costs
($1.2 billion), and the potential availability of additional Federal Production Tax Credits
($1.2 billion) making the overall cost to customers comparable to what was approved in

2009. Tr. at 61-63.
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The anticipated cost schedule for the Units as approved in various dockets filed

under the BLRA is set forth on Chart B.

ChartB

Summary of BLRA Cost Schedule (billions of $)*

Order Order Order Oll\rl((al)er ggtﬁ[ieonr;[
Forecast Item | No. 2009- No. No. 2011- 2@- —_
104(A) | 2010-12 345 884
Capital Cost,
2007 Dollars $4.535 $4.535 $4.270 $4.548 $5.247
Escalation $1.514 $2.025 $1.261 $0.968 $1.300
Total Project
Cash Flow $6.049 $6.560 $5.531 $5.517 $6.547
AFUDC $0.264 $0.316 $0.256 $0.238 $0.280
Gross
6.313
Construction $ $6.875 $5.787 $5.755 $6.827

*Totals may not add due to rounding.
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C. Notice and Interventions

In compliance with S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E), SCE&G provided timely
notice of the Petition in this docket to the South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff
(“ORS”). Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann §58-4-10 (Supp. 2014), ORS is automatically a
party to this proceeding.

By letter dated March 18, 2015, the Commission’s Clerk’s Office instructed the
Company to publish by April 3, 2015, a Notice of Filing and Hearing in newspapers of
general circulation in the area where SCE&G serves retail electric customers (the
“Newspaper Hearing Notices”). The Clerk’s Office also instructed SCE&G to provide it
proof of newspaper publication by May 18, 2015. On April 20, 2015, the Company
timely filed affidavits with the Commission demonstrating that the Newspaper Hearing
Notices had been duly published in accordance with the instructions of the Clerk’s
Office.

By letter dated July 9, 2015, the Clerk’s Office instructed the Company to publish
a Notice of Public Night Hearing as a display ad in the local section of the following
newspapers by July 15, 2015: The State, the Aiken Standard, The Post and Courier, The
Beaufort Gazette, and The Island Packet (the “Newspaper Night Hearing Notices”). The
Clerk’s Office also instructed SCE&G to provide proof of publication of the Newspaper
Night Hearing Notices by July 17, 2015. On July 17, 2015, the Company filed with the
Commission affidavits demonstrating that the Newspaper Night Hearing Notices had
been duly published in accordance with the instructions of the Clerk’s Office in The State

and the Aiken Standard and provided photocopy proof that the notices were timely
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published in The Beaufort Gazette, The Island Packet, and The Post and Courier in
accordance with the instructions of the Clerk’s Office. On July 30, 2015, the Company
provided the affidavits of publication for the The Beaufort Gazette, The Island Packet,
and The Post and Courier which had been provided to the Company after July 17, 2015.

Timely petitions to intervene in this docket were received from the Sierra Club,
SCEUC and CMC Steel South Carolina. No other parties sought to intervene in this
proceeding.

D. The Settlement Agreement

On June 29, 2015, after the pre-filing of direct testimony by SCE&G and after all
parties had been afforded a full opportunity to conduct discovery in this matter, ORS
filed with the Commission a Settlement Agreement executed by ORS, SCE&G and
SCEUC (the “Settling Parties”). The remaining parties, the Sierra Club and CMC Steel
South Carolina, did not sign the Settlement Agreement. However, CMC Steel authorized
ORS to state in the letter of transmittal accompanying the Settlement Agreement that it
did not object to its terms. Among other things, the Settling Parties agreed that the
modified construction schedule and capital cost schedule presented in the Petition were
not the result of imprudence by SCE&G and agreed that the Commission should approve
the updated construction schedule and capital cost schedule attached to the Petition. The
Settlement Agreement was placed into the record as Hearing Exhibit No. 1 in this matter,

and attached to this Order as Order Exhibit No. 3.
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E. Hearing

The Commission conducted an evidentiary hearing on this matter on July 21 and
22, 2015, with the Honorable Nikiya M. *Nikki’ Hall, Chairman, presiding. SCE&G was
represented by K. Chad Burgess, Esg., Matthew W. Gissendanner, Esg., Mitchell
Willoughby, Esg., and Belton T. Zeigler, Esq. ORS was represented by Jeffrey M.
Nelson, Esqg., and Shannon Bowyer Hudson, Esq. The Sierra Club was represented by
Robert Guild, Esq., and SCEUC was represented by Scott Elliott, Esq. By permission of
the Commission, the attorneys for CMC Steel were excused from attending the hearing.

In support of the Petition, the Company presented the direct testimony of Kevin
B. Marsh, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of SCANA Corporation and SCE&G;
Stephen A. Byrne, President for Generation and Transmission and Chief Operating
Officer of SCE&G; Ronald A. Jones, Vice President for New Nuclear Operations for
SCE&G; Carlette L. Walker, Vice President for Nuclear Finance Administration at
SCANA,; and Dr. Joseph M. Lynch, Manager of Resource Planning at SCANA. ORS
presented the settlement testimony of M. Anthony James, P.E., Director of New Nuclear
Development for ORS.

The Commission took statements from 21 public witnesses at the beginning of the
evidentiary hearing held on July 21, 2015, at a night hearing held on the evening of July
21, 2015, and during the course of the evidentiary hearing held on July 22, 2015.

At the hearing, the Sierra Club, CMC Steel and the SCEUC did not present
testimony. The attorney representing the Sierra Club made an opening statement and

cross-examined witnesses for SCE&G and ORS.
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1. STATUTORY STANDARDS AND REQUIRED FINDINGS

S.C. Code Ann. 8 58-33-270(E) governs proceedings to update capital cost
schedules and construction schedules that have been previously approved under the
BLRA. Under this statute, the Commission must grant the relief requested if, after a
hearing, the Commission finds “as to the changes in the schedules, estimates, findings or
conditions, that the evidence of record justifies a finding that the changes [in previously
approved schedules] are not the result of imprudence on the part of the utility.” S.C.
Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E)(1) (Supp. 2014). In addition, under other provisions of the
BLRA, determinations made in prior BLRA orders “may not be challenged or reopened
in any subsequent proceeding.” S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-275(B) (Supp. 2014).

1.  REVIEW OF THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

A. Overview

In the Settlement Agreement, the Settling Parties agreed that the modified
construction schedule and capital cost schedule presented in the Petition “are not the
result of imprudence by SCE&G and are fully consistent with the requirements of the
BLRA.” Hearing Exhibit No. 1 at p. 7. The Settling Parties further agreed that the
Commission should approve the updated construction schedule and capital cost schedule
which were attached to the Petition as the operative BLRA schedules for the project. Id.
The Settlement Agreement also provides that beginning with any revised rates filings
made on or after January 1, 2016, and prospectively thereafter until the Units are
complete, SCE&G will calculate its revised rates filings using a return on common equity

of ten and one-half percent (10.5%) rather than the return on common equity of eleven
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percent (11%) established in Commission Order No. 2009-104(A). The Settling Parties
stipulated that the terms of the Settlement Agreement are reasonable, in the public
interest and in accordance with law and regulatory policy. Id. at p. 8.

Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. 8§58-33-270(G) (Supp. 2014), the Settling Parties
asked the Commission to hold a hearing on the Settlement Agreement along with the
hearing for the Petition. They asked the Commission to adopt the Settlement Agreement
as part of its order in this proceeding.

Under S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(G):

The commission promptly shall schedule a hearing to
consider any settlement agreement entered into between the
Office of Regulatory Staff, as the party representing the
public interest in the proceedings, and the utility applicant,
provided that all parties shall have been given a reasonable
opportunity to conduct discovery in the docket by the time
the hearing is held. The commission may accept the
settlement agreement as disposing of the matter, and issue
an order adopting its terms, if it determines that the terms

of the settlement agreement comport with the terms of this
act.

The Settlement Agreement here was entered after all parties had a full opportunity
to conduct discovery on the matters at issue in this case, and after SCE&G had submitted
approximately 253 pages of prefiled testimony and exhibits setting out in detail the
reasons for the changes in the construction schedule and anticipated cost schedules for
the project. In this regard, the Settlement Agreement recites the extensive time and effort
that SCE&G invested in reviewing, analyzing, and challenging the information provided
by WEC/CB&I before determining that it was reasonable and prudent to petition the

Commission under the BLRA to update the construction and capital cost schedules.
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Furthermore, the settlement testimony of the ORS’s witness, Mr. Anthony James, shows
that the Settlement Agreement is based on ORS’s extensive oversight of costs and
construction schedules for the project, oversight which has been on-going since 2009. Tr.
at 706-710.

As to the latter point, a utility operating under the BLRA is required to prepare
detailed quarterly status reports on its project. These status reports are filed with ORS for
use in its on-going oversight and review of the project. S.C. Code Ann. 8 58-33-277(A)
(Supp. 2014). As to that oversight and review:

The Office of Regulatory Staff shall conduct on-going monitoring of the

construction of the plant and expenditure of capital through review and

audit of the quarterly reports under this article, and shall have the right to

inspect the books and records regarding the plant and the physical

progress of construction upon reasonable notice to the utility.
S.C. Code Ann. 8§ 58-33-277(B) (Supp. 2014). To support this on-going monitoring,
ORS has retained full-time staff, supplemented by an outside nuclear construction expert,
who oversee the plant construction for ORS and ensure that the public interest is
protected. See S.C. Code Ann. 8§88 58-33-230(F), 58-33-295 (Supp. 2014).

As indicated in the settlement testimony of ORS’s witness, Mr. James, ORS has
discharged its duties to monitor, audit and review the cost and construction schedules
related to SCE&G’s Units with care and diligence. ORS personnel make at least twice-
weekly visits to the Jenkinsville site, conduct regular on-site document reviews, attend
on-site planning and schedule oversight meetings, conduct in-depth construction site

visits, and meet monthly with SCE&G leadership to review the project status. Tr. at 707.

As part of its financial oversight, ORS conducts detailed reviews of project cash flows
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and cash flow variances, invoices, milestone payments, contract amendments and change
orders. Tr. at 708. ORS audit staff regularly evaluates project accounting controls and
conducts regulatory audits on project expenditures. In those audits, ORS audit staff
selects sample invoices for detailed review to ensure accounting controls are being
applied and that costs are properly charged within and to the project. Tr. at 709-10.

In reviewing the Settlement Agreement, the Commission recognizes the critical
role that ORS plays in protecting the public interest in these matters. With its audit
powers, a skilled staff, and access to outside experts, ORS is equipped to ensure that the
terms of the BLRA are enforced to protect the public interest of the State of South
Carolina in these matters.

Based on these facts, the Commission finds that the Settlement Agreement meets
the statutory requirements for adoption under S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(G). As S.C.
Code Ann. 8 58-33-270(G) requires, both ORS and SCE&G are signatories to the
Settlement Agreement. More than sufficient opportunity for factual review and for
discovery has been given. Within this context, in issuing the order on the merits in this
proceeding, the Commission’s task is to review the evidence of record presented by the
utility and ORS to see that this evidence supports the Settlement Agreement and the
terms it encompasses. See S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(G).

IV. REVIEW OF THE EVIDENCE AND EVIDENTIARY CONCLUSIONS

In approving the Settlement Agreement, the Commission has reviewed the
evidentiary record of this proceeding to ensure that the terms of the Settlement

Agreement are supported by the facts and evidence of record and thus comport with the
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operative provisions of the BLRA. Based on this review, the Commission reaches the
following legal and factual conclusions:

A. Update to BLRA Approved Construction Schedule

As reflected in Order Exhibit No. 1, SCE&G seeks approval of an updated
construction schedule which delays the substantial completion dates for Units 2 and 3 by
27 months and 25 months, respectively. SCE&G has not formally accepted the new
schedules through a change order under the EPC Contract or other form of settlement or
agreement with WEC/CB&I. Specifically, SCE&G has not agreed to revise the
Guaranteed Substantial Completion dates in the EPC Contract. The testimony of
SCE&G’s witnesses indicates that SCE&G has not done so to avoid any risk that doing
so might release WEC/CB&I from any of its existing obligations under the EPC Contract
and possibly from claims for damages for failure to fulfill those obligations. SCE&G has
been careful throughout these proceedings not to waive any claims or release WEC/CB&l
from any of its obligations under the EPC Contract. See, e.g., Tr. at 59, 96. The
Commission finds that this approach is reasonable and prudent and supports the interests
of the Company and its customers.

1. Causes of Schedule Delay and SCE&G’s Response

The evidence of record establishes that the delay in the project schedule to date
results from delay in the submodule production. Tr. at 218. The facts related to this
delay are as follows.

In the design and construction plan for AP1000 reactors, key structural elements

are fabricated off site as submodules which are shipped to the plant site for assembly into
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modules. Once assembled, these modules are lifted and set in place in the Units. This
technique allows submodule production to take place at a centralized location using
automated cutting and welding equipment in a controlled environment. Modular
construction has been used successfully in other construction sectors, particularly the
construction of large and complex naval vessels. When used successfully, modular
construction can support schedule and production efficiencies. However, modular
construction is new to the commercial nuclear industry with the current AP1000 projects.
Tr. at 255.

Accordingly, in the 2008 proceedings SCE&G recognized and disclosed that the
schedule and production efficiencies anticipated from modular construction might not
materialize in this project. SCE&G identified uncertainties surrounding this approach as
an important risk factor for the project. Tr. at 255.

In 2008, SCE&G identified that a second important risk factor for the project was
the challenge of establishing an effective nuclear safety culture in the supply chain for
constructing the new AP1000 units. See Combined Application in Docket No. 2008-196-
E at Exhibit J, p. 6-7. An effective nuclear safety culture is one that achieves strict
compliance with design documents, material specifications, and designated construction
codes for all nuclear safety aspects of the construction and fabrication process. Materials
and commodities used in this work must be extensively tested. Compliance and testing
must be thoroughly documented in quality control documentation accompanying all

parts, equipment, assemblies or systems used. Human systems, demonstrated and
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reinforced by all levels of management, must be in place to encourage reporting of
quality problems by all employees and to ensure effective responses to concerns raised.

After the EPC Contract was signed, the contractors chose SMS in Lake Charles as
the subcontractor to fabricate key structural submodules for the AP1000 reactor. SMS
thereafter established the module production facility in Lake Charles, Louisiana, for this
work. In 2010, as the facility was first going into production, SCE&G began to identify
quality and efficiency problems with the fabrication activities there and disclosed those
problems to the Commission, ORS and the public. Tr. at 218, see also March 31, 2010,
Quarterly Report at p. 14. SCE&G also identified and disclosed the difficulties that the
SMS leadership team was experiencing in establishing an effective nuclear safety culture
at the facility. These problems were exacerbated by design changes for the modules that
were emerging from WEC’s design finalization.

Public records show that SCE&G discussed the seriousness of its concerns about
submodule production at SMS and later CB&I-LC in each of the 21 quarterly reports
filed since March 2010.* SCE&G has provided information about these matters in each

of the annual status reports given on the progress of construction of the Units since

* See, March 31, 2010, Quarterly Report at p. 14; June 30, 2010, Quarterly Report at p. 16; September 30,
2010, Quarterly Report at pp. 12-13; December 3, 2010, Quarterly Report at p. 12; March 31, 2011,
Quarterly Report at pp. 12-13; June 30, 2011, Quarterly Report at pp. 12-13; September 30, 2011,
Quarterly Report at pp. 12-13; December 3, 2011, Quarterly Report at pp. 11-12; March 31, 2012,
Quarterly Report at pp. 7, 13; June 30, 2012, Quarterly Report at pp. 8, 13; September 30, 2012, Quarterly
Report at pp. 7-8, 12; December 3, 2012, Quarterly Report at pp. 7, 12; March 31, 2013, Quarterly Report
at pp. 8, 11-13; June 30, 2013, Quarterly Report at pp. 2, 8-9, 13-14; September 30, 2013, Quarterly Report
at pp. 2, 7, 12-13, 16; December 3, 2013, Quarterly Report at pp. 2, 8, 13-14; March 31, 2014, Quarterly
Report at pp. 2, 9, 14-16; June 30, 2014, Quarterly Report at pp. 2, 8-9, 13-14; September 30, 2014,
Quarterly Report at pp. 2, 9, 13-15; December 3, 2014, Quarterly Report at pp. 2, 10, 14-16, 21; and March
31, 2015, Quarterly Report at pp. 2-3, 9, 14-16.
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2010.°

From 2010 forward, SCE&G devoted substantial time, attention and resources to
identifying the root causes of these problems and urging WEC/CB&I to act to correct
them. Tr. at 270. The record shows that these efforts included numerous inspection trips
to the site, formal quality inspections, posting of a full time inspector at the site, and
regular meetings with senior WEC/CB&I leadership to assess progress and critique
results. Tr. at 270-72. In response to SCE&G’s concerns and those raised by the other
AP1000 owner, Southern Nuclear Company (“SNC”): (a) CB&I replaced key members
of the leadership team at the Lake Charles facility, (b) WEC agreed to place full-time
engineers on site to assist with design issues, (c) WEC/CB&I issued stop work orders
pending quality improvements, and (d) CB&I moved certain submodule production
activities from Lake Charles to the Jenkinsville site. See, e.g., Tr. at 271, 552. After
CB&lI acquired the Lake Charles facility from The Shaw Group, WEC/CB&I offered to
outsource major components of the submodule fabrication work to subcontractors other
than CB&I-LC in the United States and Japan. These latter actions were taken at
WEC/CB&I’s sole expense.

In sum, the record shows that SCE&G identified the problems at CB&I-LC early
in the construction process and provided timely and proactive oversight. SCE&G

recognized the seriousness of the problems that were emerging in Lake Charles and the

®> Docket No. 2010-376-E, Tr. at pp. 71-72, 100-101, 191-192 (April 4, 2011); Docket No. ND-2011-24-E,
Tr. at pp. 36-38 (September 9, 2011); Docket No. 2012-203-E, Tr. at pp. 62-63, 205-209 (October 2, 2012);
Docket No. ND -2013-13-E, Tr. at pp. 10-15 (June 26, 2013); Docket No. ND 2014-25-E, Tr. at pp. 9-11,
26-30, 47-48, 52-54, 57-58, 60, 64-67, 74-80, 105-106 (October 15, 2014).
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disruption to the project schedule that might result. The Commission finds that
SCE&G’s actions to respond to these problems and mitigate the resulting delays have
been timely, appropriate, and prudent. The Settling Parties are correct in agreeing that
there is no basis on this record to conclude that the project delays reflected in the updated
construction schedule are the result of imprudence by SCE&G.

2. SCE&G’s Review and Analysis of the Updated Construction
Schedule

The evidence of record also shows that the updated construction schedule
presented here has undergone a detailed review and assessment by SCE&G and ORS.
SCE&G’s witness Mr. Byrne testified that in 2013, SCE&G insisted that WEC/CB&lI
conduct a full review of the project schedule after it became apparent to SCE&G that
delays in submodule production had made the existing project schedule unattainable. In
the third quarter of 2014, WEC/CB&I produced a new Revised, Fully-Integrated
Construction Schedule for the project which provided an item-by-item sequencing of the
individual scopes of work required to complete the project that involved thousands of
schedule activities and thousands of pages of back-up documentation. Tr. at 270, 272.
The initial versions of the schedule provided by WEC/CB&I proposed several mitigation
alternatives to accelerate the construction schedule, each involving specific levels of
additional cost to the project. SCE&G then began an extensive review of the new
Revised, Fully-Integrated Construction Schedule with WEC/CB&I to determine its
reasonableness and accuracy. SCE&G convened a diverse team of accounting, project
management and engineering personnel with experience in nuclear and non-nuclear

power plant projects to review this data. Tr. at 614-15. This team evaluated and selected
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schedule mitigation alternatives with WEC/CB&I. The review lasted for several months.
It resulted in SCE&G’s determination in March of 2015 that the schedules attached to the
Petition in this matter were the appropriate schedules for the project given the
information currently available. Tr. at 219. SCE&G’s witnesses, Mr. Byrne and Mr.
Jones, testified to the fact that in their opinion the construction schedule presented here
represents a reasonable and prudent schedule for completing the construction of the
Units. Tr. at 220, 274, 556. ORS has similarly reviewed and evaluated the schedule and
supports its adoption as the anticipated construction schedule for the Units under S.C.
Code Ann. § 58-33-270(B) (Supp. 2014). Tr. at 699-701.

3. Conclusion as to the Updated Construction Schedule

SCE&G notes in its testimony that WEC/CB&I’s ability to fulfill the schedule
presented here depends on WEC/CB&I achieving significant improvements in labor
productivity and in the successful mitigation of certain forward-looking critical path
items like design finalization and shield building panel production. The ability of
WEC/CB&I to achieve these productivity improvements and accomplish the required
schedule mitigation is not guaranteed. It is true, as Mr. Byrne testified, that construction
of the Units has proceeded to a point where many of the initial risks and challenges of
new nuclear construction have been overcome. Tr. at 240-253. But, as Mr. Byrne also
testified, substantial risks to the project and its schedule remain from a number of factors
which are listed in his testimony. Tr. at 253-263. For that reason, the construction
schedule presented here is dynamic and will likely change several times before the

project is complete. Tr. at 275. Nevertheless, the evidence shows that this construction
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schedule, which is set forth on Order Exhibit No. 1, is a reasonable and prudent plan for
completing construction of the Units given the information available at this time. It is
therefore appropriate, as the Settlement Agreement provides, for the Commission to
approve this schedule under S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E) as the updated schedule for
construction of the Units as provided for in the BLRA.

Based on the evidence of record in this proceeding and under the terms of S.C.
Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E), the Commission approves Order Exhibit No. 1 as the updated
construction schedule for the project. Exhibit No. 1 to this Order shall be substituted for
Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-5 (“Exhibit E”), which was the approved construction schedule
referred to on page 93 of Order No. 2009-104(A) and all subsequent versions of that
schedule. Until further order of the Commission, Order Exhibit No. 1 shall serve as the
anticipated construction schedule for the Units as contemplated by S.C. Code Ann. §8 58-
33-270(B) and 58-33-275(A) (Supp. 2014).

B. Update to BLRA Approved Cost Schedule

SCE&G also seeks to update the anticipated schedule of capital costs for the Units
to reflect the new Revised, Fully-Integrated Construction Schedule and other changes that
have occurred in the construction plan since 2012. The components of these cost updates
fall into several principal categories, each of which is discussed separately below.

1. Updates to Anticipated EAC Cost

The largest component of the cost update before the Commission is the increase
in the estimated at completion cost (“EAC Cost”) for the Units under the EPC Contract.

Based on updated cost information provided by WEC/CB&I, SCE&G anticipates that the
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EAC Cost for the Units will increase by $396.7 million net of liquidated damages, or
approximately 57% of the total change in project cost.
(@) Overview of the Additional Anticipated EAC Cost
The additional anticipated EAC Cost falls into the following categories:

Q) Schedule delay is forecasted to increase the EAC Cost by $228.1 million,
or more than half of the total amount of additional EAC Cost;

(i) Increases associated with less favorable labor productivity factors and
indirect and field non-manual labor factors and costs represent $154.8
million of the increase;

(ili)  The additional labor costs identified as a result of finalizing the design of
the Units is estimated to be $71.9 million; and

(iv)  Additional support services from WEC/CB&I for licensing and testing of
the Units are forecasted to add $27.4 million to the EAC Cost.

In arriving at the $396.7 million figure, SCE&G has reduced the EAC Cost
increase associated with delay by $85.5 million to reflect the amount of liquidated
damages recoverable under the EPC Contract due to the anticipated delay. Furthermore,
SCE&G is contesting WEC/CB&I’s right under the EPC Contract to require SCE&G to
absorb additional EAC Costs associated with delay and less favorable labor factors and
support costs. Beginning May 5, 2015, SCE&G is paying WEC/CB&I 90% of invoiced
amounts SCE&G determines are related to these matters. As discussed below, this 90%
payment is in recognition of WEC/CB&I’s position that the EPC Contract requires such
payments while disputes are being resolved.

(b)  Origins and Review of the Updated EAC Cost Schedule

The record shows that the costs contained in the revised EAC Cost schedule are

based on the Revised, Fully-Integrated Construction Schedule for the project which
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WEC/CB&I provided to SCE&G in the third quarter of 2014. Tr. at 141-142, 272. After
receiving this schedule, SCE&G convened its review team which evaluated and selected
schedule mitigation alternatives with WEC/CB&I, and reviewed and revised the EAC
Cost data where appropriate. Tr. at 613-615. The review resulted in SCE&G’s
determination in March 2015 that the anticipated EAC Cost schedules attached to the
Petition were the appropriate schedules of anticipated costs for the project given the
information currently available.

The witnesses for the Company testified directly and affirmatively as to the
reasonableness and prudency of the resulting EAC Cost estimates. Tr. at 590, 621.
Witnesses for SCE&G also testified to the depth and extent of the work done by the
Company in reviewing and accepting the updated EAC Cost schedule. Tr. at 613-615.
ORS also reviewed the EAC Cost schedule and concluded that it was appropriate for
inclusion in the BLRA cost schedule for the project, as ORS’s agreement to the
Settlement Agreement demonstrates. Tr. at 699-710. No party has presented any
evidence to the contrary. The Commission finds that the evidence of record establishes
the updated EAC Cost schedule is a reasonable and prudent forecast of the EAC cost
required to complete the Units.

(©) Delay Related Updates to EAC Cost Forecasts

SCE&G has identified $228.1 million of the increase in EAC Cost as being
related to delay in the project. This delay increases the EAC Cost for completing the
project since it requires supervisory and support personnel, equipment and supplies,

temporary facilities, construction warehouses and other necessary services to remain
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engaged in the project longer than anticipated. In some cases, subcontractors must
maintain a presence on site longer than initially anticipated due to construction delay that
impedes them finishing their work. Tr. at 555, 612. The costs associated with delay have
been computed by recalculating EAC Cost based on the delayed construction schedule
contained in the Revised, Fully-Integrated Construction Schedule. As SCE&G witnesses
testified, those recalculated costs have undergone rigorous review before being accepted
for filing in this proceeding. Tr. at 614-616. As discussed above, the delay which has
caused these additional costs is in no way related to imprudence on the part of SCE&G.
Accordingly, under S.C. Code Ann. § 88-27-270(E), the additional EAC Costs associated
with delay are properly included in updated BLRA schedules as necessary costs of
completing the project.

(d) EAC Cost Associated with Productivity Factors and
Indirect Labor Costs

SCE&G has identified $154.8 million of the increase in EAC Cost as costs that
are related to WEC/CB&I’s decision to use updated productivity factors for direct craft
labor and updated factors and calculations for determining the indirect and field non-
manual labor required to support direct craft labor. All of these factors and calculations
are less favorable than those on which earlier schedules were based.

Direct craft labor costs are the costs of the personnel directly performing the
scopes of work required to complete the Units. Indirect labor costs include the cost of the
personnel who provide construction-related support for direct craft labor personnel. This
includes the labor expense of worker training, safety, warehouse staffing, facilities

maintenance, ongoing site cleanup and sanitation, distribution of potable water and ice,
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and site equipment operators. Field non-manual labor principally reflects the cost of the
field engineers, quality assurance/quality control personnel, site project management and
administrative support personnel that support and direct craft labor. Tr. at 554-555.

The evidence shows that in keeping with standard practice in the construction
industry, WEC/CB&I compiles direct craft labor cost estimates by applying specified
direct craft labor factors to the amount of commodities that must be installed to
accomplish a particular scope of work. Tr. at 256-257. The required amounts of
commaodities are compiled as take-offs from construction plans and involve such things
as tons of rebar, concrete, or structural steel; and linear feet of pipe, wire or electrical
cable. Direct craft labor factors are used to calculate how many labor hours are required
to accomplish the installation of the commodities identified. Tr. at 554-555.

Once direct craft labor hours are computed productivity factors are applied to
reflect the conditions anticipated at a particular job. A productivity factor of 1.0 indicates
that the work is anticipated to require only the standard amount of direct craft labor for
installing a unit of commodity. A labor productivity factor of 1.15 would indicate that it
is anticipated that 15% more direct craft labor than the standard amount will be required
on that particular job.

The indirect labor and the field non-manual labor calculations reflect the amount
of supporting labor that is required for each hour of direct craft labor. These factors are
applied to the final direct craft labor hours to determine the indirect and field non-manual

labor costs associated with the work.
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The evidence of record here shows that WEC/CB&I used a productivity factor of
1.0 in preparing past EAC Cost estimates. This is not a rate which WEC/CB&I has
achieved historically. Tr. at 257. WEC/CB&I also used various indirect labor factors
and field non-manual labor estimates for various aspects of the job which also have not
been achieved historically.

In preparing the updated EAC Cost estimates, WEC/CB&I increased the labor
productivity factor to 1.15 and made similar increases in the indirect and field non-
manual labor factors and calculations. Tr. at 490-491. The result of these changes is to
increase the anticipated EAC Cost by $154.8 million.

The evidence of record supports the reasonableness and prudence of adjusting the
productivity factors and indirect and field non-manual labor costs as WEC/CB&I has
done. As indicated above, currently WEC/CB&I is not achieving either the original or
the updated productivity assumptions. Tr. at 257. The Company’s witness Mr. Byrne
testified that SCE&G has challenged WEC/CB&I very directly on this point.
WEC/CB&I’s leadership is fully aware of the challenge it faces in improving these labor
factors, and that achieving these factors is important to meeting both the cost and
construction schedules under review here. In response, WEC/CB&I has assured SCE&G
that it will make the required improvements. To substantiate this, WEC/CB&aI points to
several positive factors: (a) design finalization of the nuclear island is nearing
completion which should minimize construction inefficiencies due to unanticipated
design changes, (b) WEC/CB&I and subcontractor personnel have gained significant

experience in nuclear safety construction since the project began, and (c) the lessons
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learned on Unit 2 are being applied to the construction of Unit 3 in a way that has
improved productivity on that Unit. Tr. at 257-258. In spite of these assurances,
questions remain as to whether WEC/CB&I will be able to meet the updated productivity
assumptions. Tr. at 258.

SCE&G’s witnesses affirmatively testified that the EAC Cost calculations which
reflect these revised productivity factors and support costs represent a reasonable and
prudent estimate of the cost of completing the Units given the information available at
this time. Tr. at 274-275, 282-283. There is no contrary evidence on the record.

Based on the evidence of record in this proceeding, the Commission finds that it
is reasonable and prudent to base the labor costs anticipated to complete the project on
the revised productivity factors and calculations proposed by WEC/CB&I. Given
WEC/CB&I’s agreement to achieve that level of productivity, it would not be appropriate
or helpful for SCE&G to insist on less demanding productivity forecasts. Nor is SCE&G
in a position where it can propose that an amount of contingency be added to the
anticipated construction costs against the possibility that this challenging level of
productivity will not be achieved. Accordingly, the evidence shows that the increase in
EAC Cost of $154.8 million representing the revised productivity factors and related
support cost calculations are not the result of imprudence on the part of SCE&G.
Therefore, it is appropriate to reflect those amounts in the updated BLRA cost schedules.

(e) EAC Cost Associated with Identification of Additional
Labor Costs Due to Design Finalization

SCE&G has identified $71.9 million in additional EAC Cost associated with the

labor costs required to install additional commaodities identified during the on-going
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design finalization process for the Units. As indicated above, labor costs are calculated
by compiling take-offs from design documents to determine the quantities of
commodities required to be installed. Those commodities are then multiplied by the
appropriate labor, productivity and indirect and field non-manual support cost factors to
determine cost.

In finalizing the design documents for the Units, WEC/CB&I has identified
scopes of work that will require additional volumes of commaodities to be installed. Fixed
and firm price provisions of the EPC Contract apply to commodities involved. Therefore,
WEC/CB&I will absorb the price of the additional commodities themselves. Labor,
however, is not a fixed or firm cost category and the additional direct craft labor cost to
install these commodities is SCE&G’s responsibility. The additional direct craft labor
cost represents $71.9 million.

In granting BLRA approval for the project in Order No. 2009-104(A), the
Commission recognized that SCE&G was entering the EPC Contract and beginning work
on the project prior to design finalization. Order No. 2009-104(A) at p. 73-74. Doing so
is consistent with industry practice for projects of this scale. Tr. at 132. Furthermore, in
2009, the Commission recognized that SCE&G had chosen not to negotiate fixed or firm
pricing as to all cost categories under the EPC Contract. As Mr. Marsh testified, the cost
that customers would have paid for this level of price certainty was simply too high and
that remains true even with the increases in prices being considered here. Tr. at 90-92.
Accordingly, the fact that design finalization might result in the identification of

additional commodities to be installed, and the fact that SCE&G as owner might be
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responsible to pay the labor costs associated with those commaodities, is not unusual or
unexpected in this context. This was a risk SCE&G intentionally took under the EPC
Contract to secure a lower EPC Contract price, which benefits SCE&G’s customers. In
Order No. 2009-104(A), the Commission reviewed the terms of the EPC Contract and
found “that the EPC Contract contains reasonable and prudent pricing provisions, as well
as reasonable assurances of price certainty for a project of this scope.” Order No. 2009-
104(A) at p. 74.

SCE&G’s witnesses affirmatively testified that the costs associated with installing
the additional commodities identified through design finalization are reasonable and
prudent costs of completing the Units. Tr. at 559-560, 590-591. There is no contrary
evidence on the record.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the costs associated with installing the
additional commodities identified through design finalization in no way are the result of
imprudence by SCE&G. Under the BLRA, these costs are properly included in the
anticipated schedule of construction costs for the project as the Settlement Agreement
recognizes.

() EAC Cost Associated with NRC Regulatory Support

Under the EPC Contract, Time and Materials (T&M) costs are costs for scopes of
work undertaken by WEC/CB&I to support SCE&G in administering the Combined
Operating Licenses (COLs) for the Units, among other things, and for scopes of work that

are otherwise outside of WEC/CB&I’s primary responsibility under the EPC Contract.
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SCE&G has identified $27.4 million of additional EAC Costs as costs
WEC/CB&I anticipates billing to SCE&G as T&M charges. This amount reflects
technical support that WEC/CB&I anticipates providing related (a) to the processing of
License Amendment Requests (“LARs”) for the Units, and (b) to first of a kind
(“FOAK?) testing on the Units as they are completed.

LARs are amendments to the COLs that authorize departures from the design
basis of the Units during construction. The Units are among the first units to be built
under COLs, which combine NRC construction and operating licenses for nuclear units
in one license. With limited exceptions, when operating under COLS, departures or
modifications from the approved design licensing basis for the Units must be approved
by the NRC during construction. This approval is requested through LARs made by the
owner as holder of the COLs.

As a part of design finalization and construction engineering for the Units,
WEC/CB&I is initiating a number of departures from the approved design basis. When
this occurs, WEC/CB&I prepares the required LAR packages and SCE&G files them
with the NRC as LAR requests. WEC/CB&I takes the position that its costs of assisting
in the LAR process are recoverable from SCE&G as Time and Materials costs of
supporting SCE&G as holder of the COLs. SCE&G takes the position that WEC/CB&I
has a fixed/firm-price obligation under the EPC Contract to provide a complete and fully-
functional reactor design for the project. SCE&G understands the cost of the support

given the LAR process to be part of that obligation where LARs relate to design
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finalization or other problems not of its making. The resulting dispute remains
unresolved at this time.

The second aspect of additional T&M costs is related to the FOAK testing that the
NRC requires to be done on a new reactor design when the first several units based on
that design are placed into service. WEC/CB&I had expected the NRC to accept the
results of the FOAK testing that is being done on the AP1000 reactors being placed into
service in China. However, it has now become clear that the NRC will not be able to
accept those test results. As a commercial matter, WEC/CB&I takes the position that the
costs of supporting the FOAK testing on SCE&G’s units are costs it may recover from
SCE&G as T&M costs. SCE&G does not accept that position, and as with the LARS
issue, believes that supporting the FOAK testing is a fixed/firm-price obligation of
WEC/CB&I under the provisions of the EPC Contract which require WEC/CB&I to
provide a complete and fully functional AP1000 reactor design. Tr. at 558-559.

Disputes about these costs notwithstanding, it is clear that additional costs for
processing LARs and FOAK testing will be incurred. SCE&G’s witnesses testified
without contradiction that they represent reasonable and prudent costs of completing the
Units. As discussed below, given the risks of disruption and delay if it withholds
payment, SCE&G is justified in paying these costs while disputes about them are being
resolved. SCE&G’s witnesses have testified that the estimate of the additional T&M
costs provided by WEC/CB&I have been reviewed and verified and the amount of

anticipated cost is reasonable. There is no contrary evidence in the record.
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Therefore, the Commission finds that the evidence of record demonstrates that the
$27.4 million in T&M costs for licensing support to complete the project are not the
result of imprudence on the part of SCE&G. Under the BLRA, these costs are properly
included in the anticipated schedule of construction costs for the project pending a
resolution of the dispute regarding them, as the Settlement Agreement reflects.

(9) Challenged Costs and 90% Payments

In May 2015, SCE&G informed WEC/CB&I by letter that it disputed its
obligation under the EPC Contract to pay the additional EAC Costs related to delay and
inefficient performance. The basis for SCE&G disputing these costs is SCE&G’s belief
that the EPC Contract contains provisions obligating WEC/CB&I to standards of timely
and efficient performance that it is not meeting. Tr. at 148-149. WEC/CB&I takes the
position that the disputes related to these costs fall within the EPC Contract provisions
that require payment of at least 90% of properly invoiced amounts if those amounts are
disputed. SCE&G does not accept WEC/CB&I’s contention, but recognizes that in cases
where the 90% payment requirement applies, there is language indicating that
WEC/CB&I may cease work on the project and treat it as cancelled at the request of the
Owner if these 90% payments are not made. For that reason, in the May 2015 letter,
SCE&G indicated that it would begin paying 90% of properly invoiced amounts it
determines to reflect the challenged costs. In addition, SCE&G has reserved the right to
pay nothing against amounts it determines to be improperly invoiced. SCE&G has
adjusted the EAC Costs reflected in the anticipated construction cost schedules contained

in the Petition and in Order Exhibit No. 2 to reflect these 90% payments.
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As the Company’s witness, Mr. Byrne, testified, one of the most difficult
challenges facing the project at this time is for SCE&G to effectively enforce its rights as
Owner under the EPC Contract while at the same time maintaining an effective working
relationship with WEC/CB&I. Tr. at 253-254. The Commission agrees, as Mr. Marsh
testified, that maintaining an effective working relationship between SCE&G and
WEC/CB&I is necessary to minimize further delay and to ensure that the project is
completed in as timely and efficient way as possible. Tr. at 154-156. The Commission
also agrees that in enforcing the EPC Contract, it is important that SCE&G take care not
to deliberately violate the terms of the EPC Contract without justification or legal cause.
Doing so could give WEC/CB&I an excuse for its own failures to meet the terms of the
contract, or in the most extreme circumstances, a justification for taking retaliatory
action. Tr. at 158.

Completing the project in a timely and efficient way is the goal that best serves
the needs of SCE&G and SCE&G’s customers. SCE&G’s approach to disputes with
WEC/CB&I must be balanced against that goal. As Mr. Marsh testified, at this current
point in the project, the “number one priority is to complete these Units safely, on time,
so that they can deliver the benefits they are expected to deliver to customers over the
next 60 years.” Tr. at 151. Timely completion of the Units is particularly important
given the narrow gap between the current substantial completion date for Unit 3 and the
date by which power must be generated by that Unit to earn the full $2.2 billion in special
Federal Production Tax Credits, net of tax, that are potentially available for the Units.

The EPC Contract provisions that require the 90% payment of disputed amounts
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recognize the importance of making such payments to the goal of keeping the contractor
fully engaged in the work while disputes are being resolved.

In this context, the Commission finds that SCE&G’s actions related to the 90%
payments are appropriate in enforcing the terms of the EPC Contract. At this stage in its
dispute with WEC/CB&I it would not be prudent or reasonable for SCE&G to withhold
payment altogether. The risks of such a step, at this point, are too great.

The Commission has also considered carefully whether it is proper to include
disputed payments in BLRA cost schedules. The costs involved in these disputes are real
costs. The fact that they will be paid is not in question. What is in dispute is who will
ultimately be responsible for absorbing them. Tr. at 159, 279. SCE&G’s witnesses
testified that it is reasonable and prudent for SCE&G to make these payments to ensure
that work moves forward on the project while it pursues its claims. Tr. at 160-161, 279.
These payments are made under the EPC Contract which the Commission reviewed in
2009 and found to be “reasonable and prudent.” Order No. 2009-104(A) at p. 121. As
Mr. Marsh testified, during calendar years 2015 through 2017, SCE&G anticipates capital
spending on the Units of $2.8 billion. Tr. at 79. During this period, SCE&G’s ability to
access financial markets on reasonable terms will be critically important. If this access is
jeopardized, the cost of financing the Units could increase significantly.

Allowing these anticipated payments to be included in BLRA cost schedules does
not allow SCE&G to recover financing costs on funds it has not or may not spend. Under
the BLRA, carrying costs are only collected after funds have been spent and that

spending has been audited by the ORS and approved by this Commission. Furthermore,
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if SCE&G achieves a favorable resolution of its claims, and receives a refund of monies
previously paid, customers will benefit at once through an immediate reduction in the
capital cost of the project.

SCE&G’s witnesses affirmatively testified that making these 90% payments is a
reasonable and prudent cost of completing the Units. Tr. at 160, 279-281. The
Commission finds this testimony to be credible and persuasive. There is no contrary
evidence on the record.

Therefore, the Commission finds that pending a resolution of the EPC Contract
disputes related to the 90% payments, the costs in question are properly included in the
anticipated cost schedules for the project under the BLRA.

(h) Liquidated Damages

SCE&G has reduced its estimate of the anticipated increase in capital costs due to
delay by $85.5 million to reflect recovery of the liquidated damages provided for in the
EPC Contract. The substantial completion dates contained in the Revised, Fully-
Integrated Construction Schedule, which WEC/CB&I largely prepared, are now well
beyond the date at which the full measure of liquidated damages is payable.
Accordingly, the Commission will include these amounts as an off-set to the anticipated
capital costs for the project under the BLRA.

Q) Conclusion as to EAC Cost Increases

As indicated above, SCE&G has provided detailed and affirmative evidence that
the anticipated increase in the EAC Cost of $396.7 million represents a reasonable and

prudent cost to be paid under the EPC Contract for the completion of the Units. The
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Commission finds that testimony to be credible and persuasive. It is uncontradicted on
the record of this case. Therefore, for the reasons stated above, the Commission finds
that the increase in anticipated EAC Cost of $396.7 million net of liquidated damages,
including the 90% payments, are not the result of imprudence on the part of SCE&G.
These costs are properly included in the anticipated capital cost schedules for the Units
that are set forth in Order Exhibit No. 2 as the Settlement Agreement envisions.

2. Owner’s Cost

In its Petition and testimony, SCE&G has identified increased Owner’s cost of
$245.1 million as necessary to complete construction of the Units. Owner’s cost includes
all of the cost SCE&G must bear as owner of the project to oversee construction and
engineering on the project; to ensure the quality and safety of all work on-site and
suppliers worldwide; to ensure compliance with the COLs and with multiple SCDHEC,
FERC, and Army Corps of Engineers permits related to the project; to provide security
for the site; to audit and review all invoices and requests for payment; to enforce its rights
under the EPC Contract; to recruit, train, license and retain the personnel needed to
operate the Units; to draft, review and approve the operating, maintenance and safety
plans and procedures for the Units; to accept turnover of individual systems as they are
completed by WEC/CB&I; to conduct start-up testing for the Units, to provide specific
services to the construction project including builders risk insurance and workers’
compensation insurance, and to provide the facilities, IT and other support required by
these functions. SCE&G’s new nuclear development (“NND”) team is fulfilling these

tasks. It numbers approximately 560 SCE&G, SCANA and Santee Cooper personnel.
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The record shows that SCE&G has implemented a thorough and careful process
for compiling and reviewing its budgets for Owner’s cost for the project. As Ms. Walker
has testified, budgeting is done annually on a cost-center by cost-center basis, with both
budget requests and actual expenditures subject to careful review and challenge where
costs appear unjustified. Tr. at 588-589, 625-628. SCE&G makes its detailed budgets
available to ORS for audit and review and to parties wishing to conduct discovery on
them. Tr. at 628.

In this case, no party has presented any testimony challenging the reasonableness
or prudence of SCE&G Owner’s cost estimates or the process by which Owner’s cost
budgets are compiled. The evidence of record clearly supports the reasonableness of the
process by which these Owner’s cost budgets were created and the resulting costs.

(@) Owner’s Cost Increases Associated with Delay

SCE&G has identified $214.3 million of the $245.1 million increase in Owner’s
costs, or approximately 87% of the Owner’s cost increase, as being the direct result of
project delay. As SCE&G witness, Mr. Jones, testified, delaying the project requires
SCE&G to support the cost of the NND team and related support functions as costs of the
project for the duration of the delay. As Ms. Walker and Mr. Jones testified, the $214.3
million in Owner’s costs associated with delay includes the labor cost of the NND team;
facilities and facilities maintenance costs during the extended project duration; owners
risk and workers compensation insurance for the extended period; IT services for the
NND team; license fees and updated costs related to the software systems required to

support the NND team and operate the Units; and all other services necessary to support
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the NND effort during the extended duration of the project. Ms. Walker and Mr. Jones
have testified to the components of these additional costs in detail. They affirmatively
testified as to the reasonableness and prudence of these anticipated expenditures. Tr. at
576-581, 623-633. The Commission finds their testimony to be credible and convincing.

There is a heightened value to Owner’s costs since these include the costs
expended to oversee the safety and efficiency of the work on the project, to audit and
challenge invoices, to enforce SCE&G’s rights under the EPC Contract, and to prepare
for safe and efficient operation of the Units. The Commission finds that the additional
Owner’s costs associated with delay, in the amount of $214.3 million, are not the result of
imprudence on the part of SCE&G and are properly included in the updated schedules of
anticipated capital costs for the project under the BLRA as the Settlement Agreement
provides.

(b)  Owner’s Cost Increases Not Associated with Delay

SCE&G has identified $30.8 million of the $245.1 million increase in Owner’s
costs, or approximately 13% of the adjustment to Owner’s costs, as costs which are not
the result of project delay. Through its witness, Mr. Jones, SCE&G has provided a
detailed breakdown of the principal cost categories comprising this $30.8 million and the
justification for them as reasonable and prudent costs of completing the project.

Q) Additional NND Staff

SCE&G has identified the need for an additional 64 Full Time Equivalents

(“FTEs”) for the NND Staff in the areas of Operational Readiness, Cyber Security,

Training, and Industry Coordinators, among others. Tr. at 581-83. The cost associated
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with these staffing changes is $7.5 million, or approximately 1% of the total change in
the capital cost schedule for the project.

Mr. Jones testified that after the Commission approved an updated NND staffing
plan for SCE&G in Order No. 2012-884, SCE&G continued to review its staffing plan as
new information was generated concerning requirements for operating, maintenance and
safety procedures, regulatory compliance and cyber security for the plant. Tr. at 581. In
evaluating its NND staffing, the Company utilized experience and information from
department leaders of SCE&G’s existing operating unit and interviewed the leadership of
each department involved in the construction and operational readiness of the new Units.
The Company also hired an industry-recognized outside consultant to assist in reviewing
and evaluating SCE&G’s staffing plan. In some cases, SCE&G relied on on-site reviews
provided by nuclear industry standards and benchmarking groups. Id. The additions to
the staffing plan are a result of those reviews.

1) Operational Readiness: Developing
Programs, Plans and Procedures

The Operational Readiness area will add the majority of the new positions, 43
FTEs, at a cost of $6,368,402 over the remaining life of the project. Mr. Jones explained
that within the Operational Readiness group, 31 additional engineers were identified as
needed to prepare the engineering programs, plans and procedures that must be drafted,
reviewed and approved before nuclear fuel can be loaded in the Units for testing. Tr. at
583. The original staffing plan for the project relied on engineering staff from V.C.
Summer Unit 1 to supplement the NND engineering staff in completing this work.

Regulatory and other requirements at Unit 1, however, curtailed the availability of Unit 1

6 J0 y 8bed - 3-212-8102 - 9SdOS - Wd Z1:L Z AINF 810Z - ONISSTD0Hd HO4 314300V



3:18-cv-01795-JMC  Date Filed 06/29/18 Entry Number 1-5 Page 45 of 94

DOCKET NO. 2015-103-E — ORDER NO. 2015-661
SEPTEMBER 10, 2015
PAGE 41

engineers to assist with this work. In addition, the Operational Readiness team has
identified additional planning and procedural development work that will be required to
support operations and the need for additional engineers to support the existing scopes of
work. These developments have created the need for the additional 31 engineers as
identified in the staffing studies completed since 2012.

@) Operational Readiness: Integrated
Operational Readiness Schedule

The Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (“INPQO”) is the principal peer-based
organization for the nuclear power industry providing operational effectiveness review
and operational standards setting. In 2013, INPO conducted an on-site review of
SCE&G’s staffing plans for the project and recommended that SCE&G produce a more
fully-developed Integrated Operational Readiness Schedule (“IORS”) to guide the
transition from construction and operational readiness activities to actual operation of the
Units. As a result of further elaboration of the IORS, SCE&G has identified the need to
add nine positions to staff the Planning and Scheduling group and the Outage group.
These groups will oversee the creation of maintenance and outage plans for the Units for
use when the Units are in operation. Three additional supervisory and managerial
positions have been identified as necessary to properly coordinate and integrate
operations across Units 1, 2, and 3, and to provide for proper functional alignment when
Units 2 and 3 go into operations. Tr. at 584-85.

(3) Cyber Security Staffing
In 2010, the NRC issued new regulations for cyber security at nuclear units.

These regulations have been supplemented by new industry standards and staffing
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models issued by the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) and approved by the NRC. Based
on these new regulations and standards, SCE&G analyzed cyber security staffing
requirements for the Units using the NRC approved staffing model and determined ten
additional FTEs were required. The capital cost associated with these new FTEs is
$222,164 which reflects the fact that these employees will be hired late in the project. Tr.
at 687-88.4

4) Turnover in Craft and Technical
Training

Technical training personnel have skills that are highly marketable across the
nuclear industry and the manufacturing economy generally. Because competition is high
for these individuals, the Training Department within NND has experienced a higher than
anticipated turnover rate. High turnover rates increase staffing requirements because it
can take several months to as long as two years to train new hires on the craft and
technical training programs they must deliver. In response, SCE&G has identified the
need to add six additional FTEs in the Craft and Technical Training Group. The
additional cost over the life of the project is $1,044,322. Tr. at 587.

5) Industry Coordinators

Industry groups like INPO and NEI provide critically important operating
reviews, benchmarking, standard-setting, shared analysis and information exchange
functions for the nuclear industry. Industry Coordinators support the interface between
operating nuclear units and the work of these groups and their other members. These
coordinators also manage follow up on issues identified during operational effectiveness

and best practices reviews conducted by these groups. The NND staffing plan originally
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envisioned that the Unit 1 Industry Coordinators could support the strategic industry
interfaces for Units 2 and 3. However, workload evaluation has shown that this was not
possible and three additional FTEs are required. The cost of these FTEs to the project is
$104,309. Tr. at 587.
(6) Offsetting Staffing Changes

Mr. Jones testified that SCE&G had identified the need to increase staffing in the
NND Construction and Initial Test Program by five FTEs to provide stricter oversight of
WEC/CB&I’s construction activities on site and increased control over the operational
testing to be done as the project is completed. At the same time, SCE&G identified the
ability to reduce its projected need for Organizational, Development, & Performance
Specialists by three FTEs. The net effect of these changes is to add two FTEs to the
staffing plan. Considering differences in salary and anticipated hiring dates, the result of
these staffing changes is a net decrease in the anticipated staffing costs of NND by
$204,696 over the life of the project. Tr. at 588.

(7) Conclusion as to Changes in Anticipated
Staffing Costs

Mr. Jones testified as follows concerning the changes in the proposed staffing
plan for the project:

I have personally reviewed the budget forecasts presented
here to ensure that the costs they include are reasonable and
necessary. We are very sensitive to the need to control
costs on this project. SCE&G management has been
unrelenting in its review of the reasonableness of this plan
and its insistence that the entire project team remain fully
committed both to controlling costs and to ensuring the
success of the project. Each team within NND and NND
leadership has been required to justify the necessity of each

6 J0 L 9bed - 3-/12-8102 - 9SdOS - Wd Z1:L 2 AINF 810Z - ONISSTD0Hd HO4 314300V



3:18-cv-01795-JMC  Date Filed 06/29/18 Entry Number 1-5 Page 48 of 94

DOCKET NO. 2015-103-E — ORDER NO. 2015-661
SEPTEMBER 10, 2015
PAGE 44

position and the timing of each hiring date. Based on my
years of experience in the nuclear industry, and my
involvement in these reviews, it is my opinion that these
costs are reasonable and prudent and reflect a strong
commitment to control costs without unreasonably putting
the success of the project at risk.

Tr. at 588-809.

The Commission finds Mr. Jones’s testimony in this regard to be credible and
convincing. The evidence of record clearly indicates that the updated staffing costs are
not the result of imprudence on the part of SCE&G and therefore are properly included in
the anticipated capital cost schedules for the Units that are set forth in Order Exhibit No.
2 as the Settlement Agreement provides.

(i) NRC Fees

As holder of the COLs for the project, SCE&G must pay the cost of the NRC’s
inspections and oversight of construction and fabrication activities at the site and at
suppliers worldwide. The evidence shows that the NRC recently increased its estimate of
fees that SCE&G must pay for this inspection and oversight by $7.1 million over the life
of the project. Tr. at 589. The new estimate includes expenses for pre-inspection
preparation and off-site work following up on inspections which NRC had omitted from
its previous estimates. Tr. at 635. The Commission finds that these costs are not the
result of imprudence on the part of SCE&G and therefore are properly included in the

anticipated capital cost schedules for the Units that are set forth in Order Exhibit No. 2 as

the Settlement Agreement provides.
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(iii)  Other IT Costs

The Company anticipates that additional IT costs not related to the delay will add
$3.3 million to Owner’s cost. Tr. at 590. These costs are for additional software and
other IT resources that will be required for the safe and efficient operation of the project.
Ms. Walker testified that SCE&G has worked diligently to reduce IT costs. The
Company has negotiated favorable pricing for long-term contracts, relied on Unit 1’s
software licenses and related in-house expertise where possible, standardized software
and software purchasing across all three units where possible, developed in-house
software when economically efficient to do so, and managed the IT hiring plan for the
Units to delay personnel costs where possible. Tr. at 636. The cost increases that have
not been avoidable involve procuring additional cyber security resources for NND project
personnel, additional fatigue and stress modeling software to diagnose and monitor the
condition of equipment in the Units, and additional software to capture and monitor plant
operating data. Ms. Walker testified, without contradiction, that these costs are
reasonable and prudent costs of the project. Id. The Commission finds her testimony to
be credible and that the $3.3 million increase in IT costs not associated with delay are not
the result of imprudence on the part of SCE&G and therefore are properly included in the
anticipated capital cost schedules for the Units.

(iv)  Other Owner’s Cost Not Associated with Delay

The remaining $12.9 million increase in Owner’s cost is made up of a number of
individual items. They include the costs of additional facilities to house the NND effort;

additional on-site construction inspectors; contractors to provide oversight of
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construction and component fabrication by WEC/CB&I; increased fees for participation
in the AP1000 owners group, APOG, whose membership has been reduced by attrition;
increased costs for updating the Probabilistic Risk Assessments related to the Units to
reflect design changes and other data; the cost of maintenance equipment needed to
support the project during systems testing and when in operation; and other costs. Tr. at
637. Ms. Walker and Mr. Jones testified the costs for these items are reasonable and
prudent and the Commission accepts their testimony as credible and convincing. Tr. at
590-91; 636. The Commission finds that the remaining $12.9 million increase in Owner’s
cost is not the result of imprudence on the part of SCE&G and therefore is properly
included in the anticipated capital cost schedules for the Units.

(v) Conclusion as to Owner’s Cost Not Resulting
from Delay

The Commission has reviewed the testimony and evidence presented in this
docket related to the update in staffing costs and other Owner’s cost not resulting from
delay. SCE&G has presented detailed information about these costs and the
circumstances that are causing them. SCE&G has also presented affirmative and
convincing testimony that these costs are reasonable and prudent and are in no way the
result of imprudence by the utility. There is no contrary evidence on the record of this
proceeding. Accordingly, the Commission finds, as the Settlement Agreement reflects,
that these increases in the forecasted Owner’s cost are not the result of imprudence on the
part of SCE&G and therefore are properly included in the anticipated capital cost

schedules for the Units.
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3. Change Orders

The Company has identified 10 change orders and related matters that will result
in an increase of $56.5 million to the EPC Contract cost. SCE&G’s witness, Mr. Jones,
provided detailed testimony concerning the justification, purpose and necessity for each
change order and its costs. He affirmatively testified that the costs associated with each
of the 10 change orders and anticipated change orders at issue here represent reasonable
and prudent costs of completing the Units. Tr. at 561, 566, 575, 588, 590-91.

(@) Plant Layout Security

Planning for the physical security of the Units takes place as plant layout and site
design are completed and is based on the NRC and nuclear industry standards. These
standards continue to evolve after the events of September 11, 2001, and as technology,
tactics and threat levels change. The security review for the Units has progressed to the
stage where SCE&G has identified the changes to site layout and security related
installations and modifications that are required under current standards.

The work of making these security-related changes will take place in three phases.
Phase 1 will involve the engineering, construction planning and development of estimates
for Phases 2 and 3. Phase 2 will involve the construction work for the infrastructure
changes, including relocation of buildings, parking, installation of underground utilities,
and modifying protected-area perimeter security. Phase 2 will also involve engineering
work required to prepare for Phase 3. Phase 3 will include installation of secure

enclosures, specialized cameras and other security equipment.
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The Company has included the costs associated with the change order for Phases
1 and 2 for Plant Layout Security in its schedule of anticipated capital costs of the Units.
This change order represents a cost of approximately $20.4 million. Once Phase 2 is
completed and the final requirements and costs for Phase 3 are finalized, the Company
plans to submit a Phase 3 change order. Tr. at 561-63. The Commission finds that Mr.
Jones’ testimony related to the need for site physical security planning and upgrades at
this point in the project’s evolution is credible and persuasive. His testimony is equally
credible that the approach to implementing this aspect of the project is reasonable and
prudent.

The evidence of record establishes that the additional costs associated with the
change order for Phases 1 and 2 of the Plant Layout Security are not the result of
imprudence by the Company. Therefore, these costs are properly included in the
schedule of anticipated capital cost for the Units under the BLRA.

(b) Cyber Security Upgrades

In 2011, in response to the new NRC Regulatory Guide RG-5.71, “Cyber Security
Programs for Nuclear Facilities,” the Company and WEC/CB&I agreed on a phased
approach to strengthen Cyber Security for the Units. The cost for Phase 1 of the Cyber
Security Upgrade was reviewed and approved by the Commission in Order No. 2012-
884. In mid-2013, SCE&G and WEC/CB&I agreed to further divide the remaining
Cyber Security plan into additional phases. The scope of work for the remaining phases
of the plan will be determined as Phase 2 is completed. The evidence showed the

remaining phases will address supplier upgrades and redesigns, component design and
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procurement, testing, quality assurance, and installation for system changes to meet the
Cyber Security requirements identified in Phase 2. Tr. at 563-65.

This change order for Phase 2 of the Company’s Cyber Security Upgrade focuses
on development of procedures to identify and assess the critical digital assets of the
Units, followed by the design and development of a Cyber Security Monitoring system,
and the testing and installation of an assessment database. This change order also
includes costs related to project management and onsite support of Cyber Security. Tr. at
564.

The cost of the change order for Cyber Security Upgrades, Phase 2 is
approximately $18.8 million.

The Commission finds that Mr. Jones’ testimony related to the necessity of Cyber
Security upgrades and the approach being taken to them is credible and persuasive. The
evidence of record establishes that the additional costs associated with the change order
for Phase 2 of the Cyber Security program for the project are not the result of imprudence
by the Company. Therefore, these costs are properly included in the schedule of
anticipated capital cost for the Units under the BLRA.

(©) Schedule Mitigation for Shield Building Panels

To increase resistance to aircraft impacts, the design of the AP1000 units was
modified late in its design to incorporate modular steel panels in the construction of the
Units’ Shield Buildings. These panels are being fabricated by WEC/CB&I’s
subcontractor, Newport News Industrial (“NNI”), in Newport News, Virginia. Tr. at 565.

The evidence shows that there have been delays related to the schedule for design
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finalization, fabrication and assembly of the Shield Building Panels. Tr. at 255-56.
WEC/CB&I estimates that the Substantial Completion Date for Unit 2 and Unit 3 could
be delayed by approximately three months and five months, respectively, if the delay in
the Shield Building Panels is not mitigated.

To mitigate these additional delays, WEC/CB&I has negotiated with NNI to
expand its manufacturing facility to allow additional panels to be fabricated
simultaneously. Tr. at 565. The costs associated with expanding this facility would be
shared by SCE&G and SNC, the other active owner of an AP1000 construction project.
The forthcoming change order for Schedule Mitigation for Shield Building Panels is
awaiting conclusion of the negotiations between WEC/CB&I and NNI and also envisions
SNC participation. The cost is approximately $12.1 million and reflects SCE&G’s share
of the cost to expand the NNI facility.

The evidence shows the Company has not waived any claim it may have against
WEC/CB&I for the cost associated with this expansion. Further, although the Company
is still negotiating the terms of this change order, the Company’s witnesses testified that
given the importance of Shield Building Panels fabrication to the overall project
schedule, consideration of this change order should not be delayed. Tr. at 566.

The Commission finds that Mr. Jones’ testimony related to the importance to the
project of Shield Building Panel schedule mitigation is credible and persuasive and the
cost forecasts he presents are reasonable. The evidence of record establishes that the

$12.1 million cost associated with this change order is not the result of imprudence by the
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Company. Therefore, this cost is properly included in the schedule of anticipated capital
cost for the Units under the BLRA.

(d) Federal Health Care Act

The Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (“ACA”), passed in 2010, has
increased the employee health care cost for companies like WEC and CB&l. WEC and
CB&lI have sought recovery of their increased costs due to the ACA based on provisions
of the EPC Contract which permit WEC and CB&I to pass on to SCE&G additional cost
caused by a change in law.

Mr. Jones testified that through Change Order 20 WEC is seeking to recover
$206,589 for the increased employee healthcare costs in calendar years 2011 through
2013. CB&l has also recovered ACA costs for prior periods under the change order
approved in Order 2012-884. The Company expects WEC/CB&I to make claims for
additional cost of compliance with the ACA of approximately $2.0 million over the
remaining life of the project. Tr. at 566-67. For this reason, SCE&G has included $2.2
million in its anticipated cost schedules for completing the Units. SCE&G’s witnesses
testify that these costs are reasonable and prudent costs of the project which SCE&G
intends to pay.

The Commission finds that Mr. Jones’ testimony related to WEC/CB&I’s
contractual entitlement to additional healthcare costs caused by passage of the ACA is
credible and persuasive. The evidence of record establishes that the additional $2.2

million cost associated with this change order is not the result of imprudence by the
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Company. Therefore, this amount is properly included in the schedules of anticipated
capital cost for the Units under the BLRA.

(e) Plant Reference Simulator and Software Upgrade

The Plant Reference Simulator (“PRS”) is the software and hardware system used
for training and re-qualifying licensed operator candidates and senior candidates, for
developing and validating NRC license exam simulator scenarios, and for modeling plant
conditions and responses during operations. Due to changes in the design of the AP1000
Main Control Room and instrumentation, the PRS hardware and software systems for the
Units must be updated to better match the final design of the Units and synchronize the
PRS to the design of the Main Control Room. Tr. at 568-69.

The Commission finds that Mr. Jones’ testimony concerning the need for the PRS
upgrade and its utility to the project is credible and persuasive. The evidence of record
establishes that the additional $1.1 million cost associated with this change order is not
the result of imprudence by the Company. Therefore, this amount is properly included in
the schedules of anticipated capital cost for the Units under the BLRA.

() Ovation and Common Q Instrumentation and Control
Maintenance Training Systems

The core Ovation and Common Q software and hardware systems manage the
Instrumentation & Control (“I&C”) and Reactor Protection Systems, respectively, for the
Units. SCE&G has determined that an additional basic set of Ovation and Common Q
hardware, software and software licenses is required to support the training for
I&C/Technicians and 1&C/Digital Engineers. The cost SCE&G proposes to include in

the anticipated cost schedules for the project is less than WEC/CB&I’s initial proposal
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for software and equipment. The final cost of the change order is under negotiations and
the amount presented by SCE&G in this proceeding, $880,000, is based on industry
standards for such costs. Tr. at 569-570.

The Commission finds that Mr. Jones’ testimony related to the need for this
software and its usefulness to the project is credible and persuasive. The evidence of
record establishes that the cost associated with this change order is not the result of
imprudence by the Company. Therefore, this amount is properly included in the
schedules of anticipated capital cost for the Units under the BLRA.

(9) Simulator Development System

The evidence shows the PRS system for operator training and scenario
development will be in nearly continuous use for the balance of the project. The
Company’s witness, Mr. Jones, testified that this level of use will not permit sufficient
time for the PRS to be taken out of service for upgrades, modifications and routine
maintenance of its software while the project proceeds. In response, WEC/CB&I
proposes to develop a new Simulator Development System which will be a scaled down
version of the PRS. It will allow the PRS software to be serviced and modified without
interfering with use of the main PRS. The modified software can then be loaded to the
PRS when servicing is complete. The Simulator Development System will also allow
testing of new software prior to use in training and scenario development. Tr. at 570-71.

The evidence shows this new Simulator Development System will provide
important support for the current training and exam schedules for new operators.

Licensing of operators is a potential critical path item for the project because nuclear fuel
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cannotbe loaded for system testing until there is a full complement of licensed reactor
operators on site. The Company has shown that the Simulator Development System is
important to the successful and timely training and licensing of the operators, as well as
the retention of operator license candidates. Id.

The cost associated with the Simulator Development System is approximately
$605,000. The Commission finds that Mr. Jones’ testimony concerning the need for the
PRS and its usefulness to the project is credible and persuasive. The Commission further
finds that this change order is not the result of imprudence by the Company. Therefore,
the cost of this change order is properly included in the schedule of anticipated capital
cost for the Units under the BLRA.

(h) ITAAC Maintenance

New NRC regulations require the reopening and review of completed Inspections,
Tests, Analyses, and Acceptance Criteria (“ITAAC”) packages when work is done on the
associated components or systems, or when non-conforming conditions are discovered
after the ITAAC is closed. The evidence shows that the cost to comply with these new
ITAAC review requirements will cost approximately $59,400 for 2014 and 2015. An
additional $313,229 is forecasted for years 2016-2020. Tr. at 572-73. The associated
change order, which is based on the change in law provisions of the EPC Contract, is for
an anticipated cost of $372,629.

The Commission finds that Mr. Jones’ testimony concerning the regulatory
requirements related to acceptance testing and the resulting need for this change order is

credible and persuasive. The Commission finds that the $372,629 cost associated with
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this change order is not the result of imprudence on the part of SCE&G. Therefore, this
cost is properly included in the schedule of anticipated capital cost for the Units under the
BLRA.

() Warehouse Fire Security

The Company’s risk managers have determined that it is possible to increase
warehouse inventory protection at its three major on-site warehouses and mitigate the fire
insurance premiums associated with those warehouses by upgrading the remote
monitoring capabilities of the associated fire and security systems. These upgrades will
place downward pressure on premiums and allow the Company to increase the amount of
insurance on the inventory in these warehouses, which is increasing in value. Tr. at 573-
74. The cost associated with this change order is approximately $121,000.

The Commission finds that Mr. Jones’ testimony demonstrates the value to the
project of the improved fire and security systems purchased through this change order.
Accordingly, the Commission finds that the $121,000 cost associated with this change
order is not the result of imprudence on the part of SCE&G. Therefore, this cost is
properly included in the schedule of anticipated capital cost for the Units under the
BLRA.

()] Perch Guards

The evidence shows installing perch guards on transmission structures for Units 2

and 3 will increase the reliability of the transmission lines by guarding against avian

interference and bird-related incidents that may occur due to the number of large
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migratory and resident birds using this area. Tr. at 574. The cost associated with the
change order for installing perch guards is $14,056.

The Commission finds that Mr. Jones’ testimony demonstrates the value of these
perch guards to the project by safeguarding the reliability of the transmission facilities
serving the Units. Mr. Jones’ testimony in this regard is credible and persuasive. The
Commission finds that the $14,056 cost associated with this change order is not the result
of imprudence by the Company. Therefore, this cost is properly included in the schedule
of anticipated capital cost for the Units under the BLRA.

(k) Conclusion Related to Change Orders in Cost Schedule

As stated above, SCE&G’s witness Mr. Jones provided detailed testimony
demonstrating the reasonableness and prudence of each of the 10 change orders and
anticipated change orders and their costs. The Commission finds his testimony in this
regard to be credible and persuasive. For the reasons stated above, the Commission finds
that the increase to the EPC Contract of $56.5 million for the 10 change orders and
anticipated change orders discussed above is not the result of imprudence by SCE&G.
Therefore, these costs are properly included in the anticipated capital cost schedule for
the Units that are set forth in Order Exhibit 2.

() Reductions to Allocations to Santee Cooper

The costs listed above are offset in part by a reduction in cost allocated to
SCE&G for facilities that benefit both SCE&G and Santee Cooper. Originally, SCE&G
projected that Santee Cooper would pay a 45% share of the EPC Contract cost associated

with the scope of work for the Units 2 and 3 Switchyard. The parties later determined
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that some of the shared cost in that scope of work benefitted one party more than the
other. The parties conducted a comprehensive review of the Switchyard design and cost
allocation, and recently agreed to allocate costs based on each party’s respective use of
the facilities. The reallocation of costs between Santee Cooper and SCE&G has resulted
in an approximate $107,000 decrease to the cost forecast for SCE&G. Tr. at 622-24.

C. ORS’s Review and Analysis

The testimony of ORS’s witness, Mr. Anthony James, notes ORS’s statutory
mandate to represent the public by balancing the concerns of consumers, the interest of
the state in economic development and the preservation of the financial integrity of the
state’s public utilities. Tr. at 704-706. In supporting the Settlement Agreement, Mr.
James testified that “based on ORS’s review; SCE&G’s in depth evaluation; and,
SCE&G’s adoption of the proposed schedule and budget, ORS finds that the cost
estimates [approved in the Settlement Agreement] have sufficient support and provide a
reasonable basis to proceed with the Units.” Tr. at 705. The Commission has reviewed
Mr. James’ testimony against the record as a whole, including the extensive testimony
and evidence provided by SCE&G concerning its review and analysis of the EAC Cost
estimates and other cost estimates and the methodology by which they were created. The
Commission finds that ORS’s conclusions concerning the cost estimates presented here
are fully supported by the record in this proceeding.

D. The Sierra Club’s Arguments

In its Petition to Intervene, the Sierra Club raised the following objections to the

relief requested by SCE&G in this proceeding:
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Sierra Club is informed and believes that the construction schedule delays

and the capital cost schedule increases proposed by South Carolina

Electric & Gas Company are material and adverse deviations from the

approved schedules which the utility failed to anticipate or avoid; and

which are, therefore, the result of imprudence on the part of the utility,

considering the information available at the time the utility could have

acted to avoid the deviation or minimize its effect, all contrary to S.C.

Code Sections 58-33-270(E) and 58-33-275(E).

At the hearing, the Sierra Club through its attorney reiterated these positions and
further raised the question as to whether the changes in cost presented in this proceeding,
particularly the disputed costs subject to the 90% letter, were “known and measurable.”

In formulating its challenge to SCE&G’s petition, the Sierra Club confuses the
statutory standard that applies to this proceeding. In proceedings to amend cost or
construction schedules that have been previously approved under the BLRA, the statutory
standard is found in S.C. Code Ann. §8 58-33-270(E). It requires the Commission to
approve the request unless the record supports a finding that the changes in cost or
construction schedules are the result of imprudence on the part of the utility. The
language used by the Sierra Club in its Petition to Intervene is taken from a different part
of the statute, S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-275(E). That section applies where a utility seeks
revised rates or other relief and it is shown that there has been a material and adverse
deviation from the previously approved schedules.

This is not such a proceeding. The schedules themselves are before the
Commission for review and revision. If the requested relief is granted, there will be new
approved schedules and the current forecasts will conform to them.

In the end, however, both statutory provisions reference a common standard for

judging prudence. Prudence in all cases is judged based on what a reasonable person, in
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this case a utility, would do given the information available to the utility at the time it
could take action to anticipate and avoid an unfavorable outcome. Where prudency is
concerned, reasonableness of action is measured based on the information available at the
time meaningful action is possible, not based on information that becomes available later
when the unfavorable outcome has already begun to materialize.

In this case, the evidence clearly shows that SCE&G identified risks in a timely
fashion and took reasonable and timely action to counter them. There is no basis for a
finding of imprudence.

The Commission finds that the cost schedules proposed here fully comply with
the decision of the South Carolina Supreme Court in South Carolina Energy Users
Comm. v. South Carolina Pub. Serv. Comm’n, 388 S.C. 486, 697 S.E.2d 587 (2010). All
the costs contained in these schedules are carefully itemized and represent the costs
SCE&G clearly anticipates spending on specific budget items required to complete the
project and place the Units into service.

As to the question of whether thecosts in dispute are “known and measurable,” the
Company’s witness, Mr. Marsh, testified affirmatively that they were. Tr. at 147-148.
There is no contrary evidence on the record as to this point. The Commission finds that
these costs are as fully known and measurable as are any of the costs that comprise the
forecasts of anticipated costs that are included in BLRA approved cost schedules. All
BLRA cost schedules present forecasts of the costs of future or on-going construction

costs and activities. By necessity, they include the best evidence available today as to
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anticipated future costs. Tr. at 135, 141. The fact that forecasted costs are involved here
does not distinguish this proceeding from any other BLRA proceeding.

Instead, the Commission finds that the known and measurable standard applies
when utility rates are being set based on historical test period data. That standard defines
the type of out-of-period adjustments that are permitted to the actual test period data. The
classic formulation of the known and measurable rule in South Carolina is that:

South Carolina rate making is based on historical data, with
adjustments permitted for any known and measurable out-of-period
changes such as the future effective date of a court ruling or the
promulgation of not yet effective regulations. Hamm v. Southern Bell, 302
S.C. 132, 394 S.E.2d 311 (1990) (emphasis in original); Southern Bell v.

Public Serv. Comm’n, supra.

S. Carolina Cable Television Ass’n v. Pub. Serv. Comm’n of S. Carolina, 313 S.C. 48, 51,
437 S.E.2d 38, 39-40 (1993); accord, Utilities Servs. of S. Carolina, Inc. v. S. Carolina
Office of Regulatory Staff, 392 S.C. 96, 109, n.10, 708 S.E.2d 755, 762, n.10 (2011).

Under test period ratemaking methodology, an historical test period is selected to
measure revenues and expenses to ascertain what rates are appropriate to allow a utility
the reasonable opportunity to recover its costs of serving customers and its cost of capital.
Pro forma adjustments may be allowed to the actual test period data to reflect changes
that will occur after the test period but only if the events they represent are known with

certainty to occur and the effects of them are measurable.® The integrity of the historical

test period data is a key consideration in this approach to rate making. The known and

® For example, if a utility were to sign a binding wholesale contract that would take effect after the test
period closes, and that contract were to be known to reduce the operating costs of the utility to be borne by
retail customers, the effect of that contract could be recognized by a pro forma adjustment to actual test
period results. The fact of the contract coming into force would be known and not speculative and its
effects on retail expenses and revenues would be measurable and not uncertain.
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measurable standard ensures that only a limited set of adjustments are made to the test-
period data and that those adjustments meet a very high standard of certainty.

Making changes to the schedule of projected costs under the BLRA is not
analogous to supplementing actual test year results. The BLRA specifically permits
estimates of anticipated costs. Where forward-looking construction cost schedules under
the BLRA are concerned, the anticipated costs are all forecasted cost, they are
prospective, and in most cases have some degree of uncertainty as to timing and amount.
Applying the known and measurable standard to BLRA cost forecasts would make the
BLRA unworkable since few if any of the costs of prospective base load construction
projects are both known and measurable as those terms are understood in historical test
period rate regulation. The known and measurable concept simply does not apply in this
context.

E. The Return on Equity Provision of the Settlement Agreement

In the Settlement Agreement, SCE&G has agreed that beginning with requests
filed on or after January 1, 2016, it will calculate revised rates requests using a 10.5%
return on equity (“ROE”) rather than the 11.0% ROE authorized in Order No. 2009-
104(A). No party presented any evidence during the hearing showing that this
modification is unreasonable. The Commission finds based on the Settlement Agreement
and the commitments that it contains that a 10.5% ROE is just and reasonable and a
10.5% ROE is hereby approved. Under the provisions of S.C. Code Ann. Section 58-33-
220(16) (Supp. 2014), the Company was permitted to apply the 11.0% ROE for the

project. However, we conclude that an agreement to reduce the number to a 10.5% ROE
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is in the public interest, because the Company will be allowed to earn less on its
investment than what is currently allowed under the originally authorized 11.0% ROE.

V. CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, the Commission finds that the construction and
capital cost schedules, which are attached as Order Exhibits Nos. 1 and 2, are justified by
the evidence presented by the witnesses in this proceeding and comport with the terms of
the BLRA. Having carefully reviewed the record in this proceeding, the arguments of the
Sierra Club, the Settlement Agreement, and the operative provisions of the BLRA, the
Commission does not find any basis for concluding that changes in the project
construction schedule and the $698.2 million in newly identified and itemized costs are in
any way the result of SCE&G’s failure to manage the project prudently. Instead, the
evidence of record shows that project delays and the $698.2 million in newly identified
and itemized capital costs are not the result of any imprudence by SCE&G.

In addition, the Commission finds that SCE&G has presented evidence
establishing that the most prudent, reasonable and beneficial result for its customers and
the State of South Carolina is to complete construction of the Units as proposed.” The
evidence shows that under the most reasonable cost scenario, cancelling the Units and
switching to natural gas would increase the cost to SCE&G’s customers for electric
service by $278 million per year on average over the 40 year planning horizon. The

evidence further shows that the future capital costs of the Units would have to increase by

" While this finding is justified by the evidence presented at hearing, this Commission also recognizes the
conclusiveness of the initial finding under the BLRA. South Carolina Energy Users Comm. v. South
Carolina Pub. Serv. Comm’n, 388 S.C. 486, 697 S.E.2d 587 (2010).
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about $3.1 billion above current forecasts to overcome the benefit of $278 million per
year from completing the Units at their current cost.  Tr. at p. 539-540.

The evidence also shows that when the new Units are placed in service, 61% of
SCE&G’s generation capacity will be in non-emitting units. In large part because of the
units, SCE&G projects that by 2021 it will have reduced its carbon emissions by 54%
compared to their 2005 levels. Tr. at p. 63. There is no other source of non-emitting
dispatchable, base-load generation that can replace these Units. Tr. at p. 66. Therefore,
completing the Units will be a key part of South Carolina’s plan to meet the CO,
reductions required under the EPA’s new Clean Power Plan regulations, to be codified at
40 C.F.R. Part 60. Tr. at 47. This makes it critically important to the economic well-
being of the State of South Carolina that these Units be completed successfully and
economically.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that at this critical juncture in the project, the
interests of SCE&G’s customers, its partner Santee Cooper, and the State of South
Carolina do not support action that would unnecessarily interfere with SCE&G’s ability
to continue to raise financing for this project on reasonable terms, or that would impose
unreasonable demand on its management of its already challenging commercial
relationships with WEC/CB&I. Avoiding these outcomes is the most beneficial policy
for all concerned.

In accordance with the terms of S.C. Code Ann. 8§ 58-33-270(E) and 58-33-
270(G), the Commission finds that the revised cost and construction schedules, as well as

the Settlement Agreement should be approved.
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In approving the schedules and the Settlement Agreement in this case, this
Commission is holding that SCE&G’s decision to pay 90% of certain disputed invoiced
amounts under the EPC Contract is reasonable, and that including those payments in the
anticipated cost schedule for this project is appropriate under the Base Load Review Act.
The issuance of this Order and approval of the schedules and the Settlement Agreement
are not intended to limit the ability of SCE&G to continue to negotiate collection of the
appropriate disputed amounts from contractors. In fact, this Commission encourages and
expects SCE&G to continue to take all necessary steps to collect appropriate disputed
amounts from contractors, so that the Company’s customers’ additional expenses due to
contractor-induced delay and other causes may be minimized, and reimbursed to the
customers where possible. This Commission also encourages and expects the Company
to take all actions available to insure that it qualifies for the Federal Production Tax
Credits described previously herein.

VI. PROCEDURAL FINDINGS AND LEGAL STANDARDS

In Order No. 2009-104(A), dated March 2, 2009, the Commission approved a
capital cost schedule for the construction of two 1,117 net MW nuclear power units to be
located at the SCE&G’s V.C. Summer Nuclear Station near Jenkinsville, South Carolina.
The approved capital cost for the project totaled $4.5 billion in 2007 dollars.

In Order No. 2010-12, the Commission approved an updated construction
schedule for the project and an updated capital cost schedule that reflected the updated
construction schedule. The capital cost schedule approved in Order No. 2010-12 did not

alter the total estimated capital cost for the Units of $4.5 billion in 2007 dollars.
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On August 9, 2010, the South Carolina Supreme Court issued its decision in
South Carolina Energy Users Comm. v. South Carolina Pub. Serv. Comm’n, 388 S.C.
486, 697 S.E.2d 587 (2010), concerning SCEUC’s appeal of Order No. 2009-104(A). In
its Opinion, the Court ruled that contingency costs which had not been itemized or
designated to specific cost categories were not permitted as a part of an approved capital
cost schedule under the BLRA.

In Order No. 2011-345, the Commission approved an updated capital cost
schedule in response to the Opinion, which removed from approved schedules costs that
had not been identified as specific capital cost items and approved $174 million in
adjustments to reflect newly itemized costs. The capital cost schedule approved in Order
No. 2011-345 reduced the total approved capital cost forecast for the Units to $4.3 billion
in 2007 dollars.

In Order No. 2012-884, the Commission approved an estimated capital cost for
the Units of approximately $4.5 billion in 2007 dollars and a new milestone schedule tied
to substantial completion dates for Units 2 and 3 of March 15, 2017, and May 15, 2018,
respectively.

In the appeal of Order No. 2012-884 by the Sierra Club, the South Carolina
Supreme Court affirmed the Commission’s ruling in all respects in South Carolina
Energy Users Comm. v. South Carolina Elec. & Gas, 410 S.C. 348, 764 S.E.2d 913
(2014).

Under S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E), a utility may petition the Commission “for

an order modifying any of the schedules, estimates, findings, class allocation factors, rate
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designs, or conditions that form part of any base load review order.” The Commission
shall grant the relief requested if, after a hearing, the Commission finds “that the evidence
of record justifies a finding that the changes are not the result of imprudence on the part
of the utility.”

On March 12, 2015, SCE&G filed the Petition in this docket, pursuant to S.C.
Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E) (Supp. 2014), seeking an order approving updated capital cost
and construction schedules for nuclear units.

The Commission convened an evidentiary hearing on this matter on July 21,
2015, which concluded on July 22, 2015.

No party presented any testimony or other evidence sufficient to overcome the
Company’s affirmative testimony supporting reasonableness and prudence of the updated
construction schedule or the fact that the $698.2 million in newly identified and itemized
costs are prudent costs and are not in any way the result of SCE&G’s failure to manage
the project prudently.

VIl. EINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The updated capital cost schedule contained in Hearing Exhibit No. 10 (CLW-1)
reflects $698.2 million in costs that have not previously been presented to the
Commission for review and approval.

The evidence in the record demonstrates that $698.2 million in newly identified
and itemized costs are not the result of imprudence on the part of SCE&G.

As to specific components of the $698.2 million in newly identified and itemized

costs, the additional EAC Costs and costs associated with change orders are costs which
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SCE&G must reasonably be expected to pay for completing the Units and preparing to
operate them safely, efficiently and reliably.

The additional costs that SCE&G is incurring as Owner of the project are not the
result of imprudence and are costs that are reasonable and prudent costs to ensure that the
project is constructed prudently, efficiently and economically, and to ensure that the
Units can be operated and maintained safely and efficiently when they are completed.

The updated milestone construction schedule contained in Hearing Exhibit No. 4
(SAB-2) reflects the delay in the substantial completion of Unit 2 until June 19, 2019,
and of Unit 3 to June 16, 2020. The evidence shows that difficulties in submodule
production are the effective cause of this delay and SCE&G was in no sense imprudent in
its management of this aspect of the project.

SCE&G’s decision to pay 90% of certain disputed invoiced costs under the EPC
Contract, as discussed above, is reasonable and including those anticipated payments in
the anticipated cost schedule for the project is appropriate under the BLRA.

The Settlement Agreement entered into the record of this proceeding as Hearing
Exhibit No. 1 fully conforms to the terms of S.C. Code Ann. 8 58-33-270(G) and its
terms comport with the terms of the BLRA and are supported by the evidence.

Vill. COMMISSION ORDER

Now, therefore,
IT ISHEREBY ORDERED:
1. That the construction milestones schedule set forth in Hearing Exhibit No.

4 (SAB-2), attached hereto as Order Exhibit No. 1, shall be the approved construction
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milestone schedule for the Units for purposes of the administration of the Base Load
Review Act until such time as the Commission approves a substitute schedule pursuant to
S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E).

2. That the capital cost schedule set forth in Hearing Exhibit No. 10 (CLW-
1), attached hereto as Order Exhibit No. 2, shall be the approved capital cost schedule for
the Units for purposes of the administration of the Base Load Review Act unless or until
such time as the Commission approves a substitute schedule pursuant to S.C. Code Ann.
§ 58-33-270(E).

3. That the future quarterly reports filed by SCE&G under S.C. Code Ann. 8
58-33-277 shall reflect the modified schedules approved in this Order, and shall track and
report final change order costs.

4. That the Settlement Agreement set forth as Hearing Exhibit No. 1, and
attached hereto as Order Exhibit No. 3, is approved and the terms therein shall be

accepted and adopted by this Order pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(G).
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5. That this Order shall remain in full force and effect until modified by a
subsequent order of the Commission.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION:

At

Nikiya Half, Chairman

ATTEST:

m/W

Swain E. Whitfield, Vice Chairman

(SEAL)
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Page 1 of 3 BLRA Milestones Exhibit No. __ {SAB-2)
VC Summer Units 2 and 3
Tracking Lt - 3 " = X Order No. Revised Completion
[ [ e e e S = ~ Order No. 2012-884 Descripton i P et LN |81 2012-884]Date B || Date |  Unit
1 Approve Engineering Procurement and Construction Agreement Complete Complete
2 Issue POs to nuclear component fabricators for Units 2 & 3 Containment Vessels Compl Complete
3 Contractor issue PO to Passive Residual Heat Removal Heat Exchanger Fabricator - First Payment - Unit 2 Complete Complete
4 Contractor Issue PO to Accumulator Tank Fabricator - Unit 2 Complete Complete
S Contractor Issue PO to Core Makeup Tank Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
6 Contractor Issue PO to Squib Valve Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
7 Contractor Issue PO to Steam Generator Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
8 Contractor Issue Long Lead Material PO to Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Compl Complete
9 Contractor Issue PO to Pressurizer Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
10 Contractor issue PO to Reactor Coolant Loop Pipe Fabricator - First Payment - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
11 Reactor Vessel Internals - [ssue Long Lead Material PO to Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
12 Contractor Issue Long Lead Material PO to Reactor Vessel Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Complete Compl
13 Contractor Issue PO to Integrated Head Package Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
14 Control Rod Orive Mechanism Issue PO for Long Lead Material to Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 - first payment Compi Complete
15 Issue POs to nuclear component fabricators for Nuciear Island structural CA20 Modules Complete Complete
16 Start Site Specific and balance of plant detailed design Complete Complete
17 Instrumentation & Control Simulator - Contractor Place Notice to Proceed - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
18 Steam Generator - Issue Final PO to Fabricator for Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
19 Reactor Vessel Internals - Contractor ssue PO for Long Lead Material {Heavy Plate and Heavy Forgings) to Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
20 Contractor issue Final PO to Reactor Vessel Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
21 Variable Frequency Drive Fabricator Issue Transformer PO - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
22 Start clearing, grubbing and grading Complete Complete
23 Core Makeup Tank Fabricator [ssue Long Lead Material PO - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
24 Accumulator Tank Fabricator Issue Long Lead Material PO - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
25 Pressurizer Fabricator Issue Long Lead Material PO - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
26 Reactor Coolant Loop Pipe - Contractor Issue PO to Fabricator - Second Payment - Units 2 & 3 Compi Complete
27 Integrated Head Package - Issue PO to Fabricator - Units 2 and 3 - second payment Complete Complete
28 Control Rod Drive Mechanisms - Contractor Issue PO for Long Lead Material to Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
29 Contractor Issue PO to Passive Residual Heat Removal Heat Exchanger Fabricator - Second Payment - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
30 Start Parr Road intersection work Complete Complete
31 Reactor Coolant Pump - issue Final PO to Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Complete Compl
32 Integrated Heat Packages Fabricator Issue Long Lead Material PO - Units 2 & 3 Camplete Complete
33 Design Finalization Payment 3 Comple Complete
34 Start site development Complete Complete
35 Contractor Issue PO to Turbine Generator Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Complete Compl
36 Contractor Issue PO to Main Transformers Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
37 Core Makeup Tank Fabricator Notice to Contractor Receipt of Long i.ead Material - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
38 Design Finalization Payment 4 Complete Complete
39 Turbine Generator Fabricator issue PO for Condenser Material - Unit 2 Complete Compl,
40 Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricator Issue Long Lead Material Lot 2 - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
41 Passive Residual Heat R | Heat Exchanger Fabricator Receipt of Long Lead Material - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
42 Design Finalization Payment 5 Complete Complete
Start erection of construction buildings, to include craft facilities for personnel, tools, equipment; first aid facilities; field offices for site management and support
43 personnel; temporary warehouses; and construction hiring office Complete Complete
44 Reactor Vessel Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Receipt of Flange Nozzle Shell Forging - Unit 2 Complete Complete
45 Design Finalization Payment 6 Complete Complete
46 Instrumentation and Control Simulator - Contractor Issue PO to Subcontractor for Radiation Monitor System - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
47 Reactor Vessel Internals - Fabricator Start Fit and Welding of Core Shroud Assembly - Unit 2 Compi Complete
48 Turbine Generator Fabricator Issue PO for Moisture Separator Reheater/Feedwater Heater Material - Unit 2 Complete Complete
49 Reactor Coolant Loop Pipe Fabricator Acceptance of Raw Material - Unit 2 Complete Complete
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Page 2 of 3 BLRA Milestones Exhibit No. __ (SAB-2)
VC Summer Units 2 and 3
Tracking =] : h Order No. Revised Completion
ID T = - 1 - ~_ Order No. 2012-884 Description . e ) S = | 2012-884 Date ____Date _Unit
50 [Reactor Vessel Internals - Fabricator Start Weld Neutron Shield Spacer Pads to Assembly - Unit 2 Complete Complete
51 Control Rod Drive Mechanisms - Fabricator to Start Procurement of Long Lead Material - Unit 2 Complete Complete
52 Contractor Notified that Pressurizer Fabricator Performed Cladding on Bottom Head - Unit 2 Complete Complete
53 Start excavation and foundation work for the standard plant for Unit 2 Complete Complete
54 Steam Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Receipt of 2nd Steam Generator Tubesheet Forging - Unit 2 Complete Complete
S5 Reactor Vessel Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Outlet Nozzle Welding to Flange Nozzle Shell Completion - Unit 2 Complete Complete
56 Turbine Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor Condenser Fabrication Started - Unit 2 Complete Complete
57 Complete preparations for receiving the first module on site for Unit 2 Complete Complete
58 Steam Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Receipt of 15t Steamn Generator Transition Cone Forging - Unit 2 Complete Complete
59 Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Manufacturing of Casing Completion - Unit 2 Complete Complete
60 Reactor Coolant Loop Pipe Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Machining, Heat Treating & Non-Destructive Testing Completion - Unit 2 Complete Complete
61 Core Makeup Tank Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Satisf: y Completion of Hydrotest - Unit 2 Complete Complete
62 Polar Crane Fabricator Issue PO for Main Hoist Drum and Wire Rope - Units 2 & 3 Complete Complete
63 Control Rod Drive Mechanisms - Fabricator to Start Procurement of Long Lead Material - Unit 3 Complete Complete
64 Turbine Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor Condenser Ready to Ship - Unit 2 Complete Complete
65 Start placement of mud mat for Unit 2 Compl Complete
66 Steam Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Receipt of 1st Steam Generator Tubing - Unit 2 Complete Complete
67 Pressurizer Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Welding of Upper and Intermediate Shelis Completion - Unit 2 Complete Complete
68 Reactor Vessel Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Closure Head Cladding Completion - Unit 3 Complete Complete
69 Begin Unit 2 first nuclear concrete placement Complete Complete
70 Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Stator Core Completion - Unit 2 Complete Complete
71 Fabricator Start Fit and Welding of Core Shroud Assembly - Unit 2 Complete Complete
72 Steam Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Completion of 1st Steam Generator Tubing Installation - Unit 2 Complete Complete
73 Reactor Coolant Loop Pipe - Shipment of Equipment to Site - Unit 2 Complete Complete
74 Control Rod Drive Mechanism - Ship Remainder of Equipment {Latch Assembly & Rod Travel Housing) to Head Supplier - Unit 2 Complete Compl
75 Pressurizer Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Welding of Lower Shell to Bottom Head Completion - Unit 2 Complete Complete
76 Steam Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Completion of 2nd Steam Generator Tubing Installation - Unit 2 Complete Complete
77 Design Finali Payment 14 Complete Complete
78 Set module CA04 for Unit 2 Complete Complete
79 Passive Residual Heat Removal Heat Exchanger Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Final Post Weld Heat Treatment - Unit 2 Complete Compl
80 Passive Residual Heat Removal Heat Exchanger Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Completion of Tubing - Unit 2 Compl Complete
81 Polar Crane Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Girder Fabrication Completion - Unit 2 Complete Complete
82 Turbine Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor Condenser Ready to Ship - Unit 3 Complete Complete
83 Set Containment Vessel ring #1 for Unit 2 Complete Complete
84 Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricator Delivery of Casings to Port of Export - Unit 2 Complete Complete
85 Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Stator Core Completion - Unit 3 Complete Complete
86 Reactor Vessel Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Receipt of Core Shell Forging - Unit 3 Complete Complete
87 Contractor Notified that Pressurizer Fabricator Performed Cladding on Bottom Head - Unit 3 Compl Complete
88 Set Nuclear Island structural module CA03 for Unit 2 6/26/2013 12/28/2015 Unit 2
89 Squib Valve Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Completion of Assembly and Test for Squib Valve Hardware - Unit 2 Complete Complete
90 Accumulator Tank Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Satisfactory Completion of Hydrotest - Unit 3 Complete Complete
91 Polar Crane Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Electric Panel Assembly Completion - Unit 2 Complete Complete
92 Start containment large bore pipe supports for Unit 2 Complete Complete
93 Integrated Head Package - Shipment of Equipment to Site - Unit 2 Complete Complete
94 Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Final Stator A bly Completion - Unit 2 Complete Compl
95 Steam Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Completion of 2nd Steam Generator Tubing llation - Unit 3 Complete Complete
96 Steam Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Satisfactory Completion of 1st Steam Generator Hydrotest - Unit 2 Complete Complete
97 Start concrete fill of Nuclear Island structural modules CAO1 and CA02 for Unit 2 4/3/2014 7/18/2016 Unit 2
98 Passive Residual Heat Removal Heat Exchanger - Delivery of Equipment to Port of Entry - Unit 2 Complete Complete
99 Refueling Machine Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Satisf: y Completion of Factory A 1ce Test - Unit 2 Complete Complete

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company
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BLRA Milestones Exhibit No. __ (SAB-2)
Page 3 of 3 VC Summer Units 2 and 3 |-_||-|
O
o
Tracking = ; Order No. Revised Completion A
D 1 = Order No. 2012-884 Description | 2012-884 Date _Date = Unit U
100 |Deliver Reactor Vessel Internals to Port of Export - Unit 2 1/31/2014 7/30/2015 Unit 2 8
101 {Set Unit 2 Containment Vessel #3 4/24/2014 8/23/2016 Unit 2 O
102 Steam Generator - Contractor Acceptance of Equipment at Port of Entry - Unit 2 Complete Complete m
103 Turbine Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor Turbine Generator Ready to Ship - Unit 2 Complete Complete U)
104 _ |Pressurizer Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Satisfactory Completion of Hydrotest - Unit 3 3/31/2014 3/28/2015 Unit 3 (0)]
105 Polar Crane - Shipment of Equipment to Site - Unit 2 1/31/2014 12/31/2015 Unit 2 E
106 Receive Unit 2 Reactor Vessel on site from fabricator Complete Complete G)
107 Set Unit 2 Reactor Vessel 6/23/2014 8/9/2016 Unit 2
108 Steam Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Completion of 2nd Channel Head to Tubesheet Assembly Welding - Unit 3 12/31/2013 3/30/2015 Unit 3 !
109 Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Final Stator Assembly Completion - Unit 3 8/31/2014 10/30/2015 Unit 3 N
110 Reactor Coolant Pump - Shipment of Equipment to Site (2 R Coolant Pumps) - Unit 2 10/31/2013 5/30/2016 Unit 2 S
111 Place first nuclear concrete for Unit 3 Complete Complete oo
112 Set Unit 2 Steam Generator 10/23/2014 10/10/2016 Unit 2 [
113 |Main Transformers Ready to Ship - Unit 2 Complete Complete [
114 Complete Unit 3 Steam Generator Hydrotest at fabricator 2/28/2014 7/30/2015 Unit 3 t.Z
115  {Set Unit 2 Containment Vessel Bottom Head on basemat legs Complete Complete N
116 Set Unit 2 Pressurizer Vessel 5/16/2014 8/23/2016 Unit 2 N
117 Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Satisfactory Completion of Factory Acceptance Test - Unit 3 2/28/2015 1/31/2017 Unit 3 ..
118 Deliver Reactor Vessel Internals to Port of Export - Unit 3 6/30/2015 12/31/2016 Unit 3 -
119 _ |Main Transformers Fabricator issue PO for Material - Unit 3 Complete Complete ~
120 JComplete welding of Unit 2 Passive Residual Heat Removal System piping 2/5/2015 1/16/2017 Unit 2 0
121  {Steam Generator - Contractor Acceptance of Equipment at Port of Entry - Unit 3 4/30/2015 1/30/2016 Unit 3 Z
122 Refueling Machine - Shipment of Equipment to Site - Unit 3 2/28/2015 3/27/2016 Unit 3 1
123 |Set Unit 2 Polar Crane 1/9/2015 12/19/2016 Unit 2 wn
124  |Reactor Coolant Pumps - Shipment of Equipment to Site - Unit 3 6/30/2015 4/30/2017 Unit 3 O
125 Main Transformers Ready to Ship - Unit 3 7/31/2015 12/30/2015 Unit 3 )
126 Spent Fuel Storage Rack - Shipment of Last Rack Module - Unit 3 7/31/2014 5/31/2015 Unit 3 (D
127 Start electrical cable pulling in Unit 2 Auxiliary Building 8/14/2013 11/29/2016 Unit 2 O
128  |Complete Unit 2 Reactor Coolant System cold hydro 1/22/2016 2/19/2018 Unit 2 .
129  |Activate class 1E DC power in Unit 2 Auxiliary Building 3/15/2015 6/22/2017 Unit 2 N
130 Complete Unit 2 hot functional test 5/3/2016 5/23/2018 Unit 2 o
131 Install Unit 3 ring 3 for containment vessel 8/25/2015 2/27/2017 Unit 3 —_
132 Load Unit 2 nuclear fuel 9/15/2016 12/21/2018 Unit 2 @
133 Unit 2 Substantial Completion 3/15/2017 6/19/2019 Unit 2 N
134 Set Unit 3 Reactor Vessel 10/22/2015 5/26/2017 Unit 3 -
135 Set Unit 3 Steam Generator #2 2/25/2016 9/22/2017 Unit 3 I\‘
136 Set Unit 3 Pressurizer Vessel 7/16/2015 11/27/2017 Unit 3 m
137 Complete welding of Unit 3 Passive Residual Heat Removal System piping 6/16/2016 1/29/2018 Unit 3 1
138 Set Unit 3 polar crane 5/9/2016 12/18/2017 Unit 3 -U
139 |Start Unit 3 Shield Building roof siab rebar placement 5/26/2016 5/11/2018 Unit 3 Q)
140  |Start Unit 3 Auxiliary Building electrical cable pulling 11/7/2014 6/23/2017 Unit 3 o
141  |Activate Unit 3 Auxiliary Building class 1€ DC power 5/15/2016 3/13/2018 Unit 3 (0]
142 Complete Unit 3 Reactor Coolant System cold hydro 3/22/2017 2/26/2019 Unit 3 ~
143 Complete Unit 3 hot functional test 7/3/2017 5/26/2019 Unit 3 (o))
144 Complete Unit 3 nuclear fuel load 11/15/2017 12/19/2019 Unit 3 @)
145 Begin Unit 3 full power operation 4/8/2018 5/20/2020 Unit 3 —h
146 |Unit 3 Substantial Completi 5/15/2018 6/16/2020 Unit 3 C_g
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Exhibit No.__ (CLW-1-P) Public
Page 1 of 1

Actual through December 2014* plus

Projected
= ] B - W
Firm with Fixed Adjustment A
Firm with Fixed Adjustment B
Actual Craft Wages
Non-Labor Costs
Time & Materials
Transmission Costs 329,512 - 2 o7 11,884 56,503 47,207 84,578 84,794 30,314 710
Total Base Project Costs(2007 $) 5.248,638 2173 67,386 319,073 374,810 314,877 488,461 448,947 422,076 742,880 759,311 658,948 389,817 169,840 38,280
Total Project Escalation 1,300,488 - 3,519 20,830 23,741 34,084 74,485 88,622 89,800 196,604 247,926 240,312 151,548 92,670 36,085
Total Revised Project Cash Flow 8,547,124 21723 100,005 340,003 398,551 349,081 562,048 537,569 511,088 930,674 1,007,237 899,260 541,385 262,510 74,354
_—__. T atry A

20723 122628 861,183 12102 1,773 180 310,758 822 725 B2 308 SEE8895 6210200 Q472770 6,547,124
AFUDC{Capitailzed Interest) 279,700 845 3497 10584 17,150 14218 18,941 722 28,131 30,502 44428 30,684 30,984 11,520 3589
Gross Construction 6,826,914 22,388 104,408 350,567 415,701 383278 581,088 865,281 538,007 870,176 1,051,683 839,143 572,349 274,089 77,953
Construction Wosk in Progress 22,388 128771 477,338 893,039 1,258,317 1,838,208 2403485 2941581 3,911,767 4,963,430 5902573 6474923 6748062 6,826,914

*Applicable index escalation rates for 2014 are estimatad. Escalation is subject to restatement when actual Indices for 2014 are final.

Notes:
Current Period AFUDC rate appiied

Escalation rates vary from reporting period to reporting period according to the terms of Commission Order 2009-104(A).

These projections reflect current escatation rates. Future changes In escalation rates could substatially change these projections.
The AFUDC rate applied Is the current SCE&G rate. AFUDC rates can vary with changes in market Intsrest rates,

SCE&G's embedded cost of capital, capltalization ratios, construction work In process, and SCE&G’s short-term debt outstanding.
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Page 1 of 17
BEFORE T
: | 7/21/ISi
THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF 3
{ 2015-103-E
SOUTH CAROLINA
DOCKET NO. 2015-103-E
June 29, 2015
IN RE:

Petition of South Carolina Electric & Gas
Company for Updates and Revisions to
Schedules Related to the Construction of a
Nuclear Base Load Generation Facility at
Jenkinsville, South Carolina

SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT

e N et Nt N g o’

This Settlement Agreement (“Settlement Agreement”) is made by and among the South
Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff (“ORS”); South Carolina Energy Users Committee
(“SCEUC”); and South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (“SCE&G” or the “Company™)
(collectively referred to as the “Parties” or sometimes individually as a “Party”).

WHEREAS, on March 12, 2015, SCE&G filed a petition with the Public Service

Commission of South Carolina (“Commission”) requesting an order from the Commission

6 J0 8/ 9bed - 3-/12-8102 - 9SdOS - Wd Z1:1 2 AINF 810Z - ONISSTD0Hd HO4 314300V

approving an updated capital cost schedule and updated construction schedule for the
construction of two 1,117 net megawatt nuclear units (the “Units”) to be located at the V.C.
Summer Nuclear Station near Jenkinsville, South Carolina (the “Petition™);
WHEREAS, SCE&G filed its Petition pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E) (Supp.

2014) of the Base Load Review Act (“BLRA”), which states:

(E) As circumstances warrant, the utility may petition the

commission, with notice to the Office of Regulatory Staff, for an

order modifying any of the schedules, estimates, findings, class

allocation factors, rate designs, or conditions that form part of any
base load review order issued under this section. The commission

Page10f13
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shall grant the relief requested if, after a hearing, the commission
finds:

(1) as to the changes in the schedules, estimates, findings, or
conditions, that the evidence of record justifies a finding that
the changes are not the result of imprudence on the part of
the utility; and

(2) as to the changes in the class allocation factors or rate
designs, that the evidence of record indicates the proposed
class allocation factors or rate designs are just and
reasonable.

WHEREAS, the Commission established Docket No. 2015-103-E in which to hear the
Company’s request set forth in the Petition;

WHEREAS, among other statements, SCE&G states in its Petition that circumstances
warrant modifying the schedules approved in the most recent Base Load Review order because
in 2014 Westinghouse Electric Company (“WEC”) and Chicago Bridge & Iron (“CB&I”, and
together with WEC, the “Consortium”) reevaluated the engineering, procurement, and
construction (“EPC”) activities necessary to complete the Units and provided SCE&G a revised,
fully-integrated construction schedule (the “Revised Fully-Integrated Construction Schedule”)

with an associated cash flow forecast for completion of the project (the “Revised Cash Flow

Forecast™);

6 J0 6/ 9bed - 3-/12-8102 - 9SdOS - Wd Z1:1 2 AINF 810Z - ONISSTO0Hd HO4 314300V

WHEREAS, the Revised Fully-Integrated Construction Schedule reflects new substantial
completion dates for Units 2 and 3 of June 19, 2019, and June 16, 2020, respectively
(“Substantial Completion Dates™);

WHEREAS, the updated capital cost schedule associated with the revised Substantial
Completion Dates includes approximately $698 million in additional capital costs of which $245
million represents Owner’s costs and $453 millioﬁ represents EPC Contract costs;

WHEREAS, SCE&G has asserted, among other things, that it is not responsible for costs

related to the delay in the project and that the Consortium is liable for these costs as a result of its

Page 2 of 13
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failure to meet its responsibilities under the EPC Contract and otherwise. Nevertheless, it is
clear that it will take the Consortium until June 19, 2019, and June 16, 2020, to complete Units 2
and 3, respectively, and that the additional costs reflected in the updated capital cost schedule
will be incurred and are reasonable and necessary in completing the work on the Units;’

WHEREAS, the Consortium has not accepted responsibility for SCE&G’s assertions;

WHEREAS, as set forth in the prefiled direct testimony of Stephen A. Byme, SCE&G
and the Consortium currently are engaged in active negotiations concerning the responsibility for
the increased cost resulting from the delay and other disputed issues;

WHEREAS, after careful review conducted over many weeks and the performance of
careful analyses using teams of experts in accounting, finance, and construction, SCE&G
determined that circumstances warranted petitioning the Commission, under the BLRA, to
update the approved construction schedule and the approved capital cost schedule to reflect
reasonable and prudent changes to these schedules based upon the information currently
available to SCE&G;?

WHEREAS, based on its review and analyses and as stated in its Petition, SCE&G has
modified, and submitted for consideration and approval of the Commission the BLRA Milestone

Construction Schedule, as reflected in Settlement Exhibit 1 attached hereto and incorporated

6 J0 08 9bed - 3-/12-8102 - 9SdOS - Wd Z1:1 Z AINF 810Z - ONISSTD0Hd HO4 314300V

herein by this reference, to align remaining BLRA Milestones as approved in Order No. 2012-
884 to the new Substantial Completion Dates and to the current construction and fabrication

schedules;

! The Parties’ agreement that these additional capital costs are “reasonable and necessary,” in the context of
the BLRA, is independent of the issue of whether SCE&G or the Consortium is ultimately responsible for the delay
and associated costs, which is an issue that is governed by the EPC Agreement.

2 In presenting the modified and updated construction and capital cost schedules as reasonable and prudent
for approval under the BLRA, SCE&G does not waive, but specifically reserves, its rights against the Consortium
under the EPC Contract and otherwise to dispute who is liable for the increased cost of the project, to recover
damages for the delay in the Substantial Completion Dates of the Units, to continue to negotiate with the
Consortium seeking to achieve fair resolutions of these disputes, and for other appropriate relief.

Page 3 of 13
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WHEREAS, based on its review and analyses and as stated in its Petition, SCE&G has
also modified, and submitted for consideration and approval of the Commission, the capital cost
schedule for completion of the Units, as reflected in Settlement Exhibit 2, attached hereto and
incorporated herein by this reference, to reflect (a) the effect of the new Substantial Completion
Dates on Owner’s costs and EPC Contract costs, and (b) other changes in costs that have been
identified since Order Exhibit No. 1 was approved by the Commission in Order No. 2012-884;

WHEREAS, S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-277(B) (Supp. 2014) of the BLRA provides that
ORS:

shall conduct on-going menitoring of the construction of the plant and
expenditure of capital through review and audit of the quarterly reports
under this article, and shall have the right to inspect the books and records
regarding the plant and the physical progress of construction upon
reasonable notice to the utility.

WHEREAS, in connection with this case as well as since the inception of this project,
ORS has exercised its rights and fulfilled its responsibilities under S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-277
(Supp. 2014) to monitor the status of the project, by, among other things, routinely and regularly
observing the progress of the plant construction and submodule production, requesting and

reviewing substantial amounts of relevant financial data from the Company, auditing the

quarterly reports submitted by the Company pursuant to the BLRA, inspecting the books and
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records of the Company regarding the plant and physical progress of construction, and reviewing
in detail SCE&G’s request to modify the Units’ construction schedule and capital cost schedule
in the above-captioned matter;

WHEREAS, SCE&G has provided information deemed satisfactory by ORS and SCEUC
to support the relief requested in the Petition that the delay in the Substantial Completion Dates
and other changes in construction, construction oversight, and operational readiness requirements

result in necessary and reasonable modifications to the capital cost and BLRA Milestone

Page 4 0of 13
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Construction schedule under the terms of the BLRA and are not the result of imprudence on the
part of the Company;,

WHEREAS, the Commission allowed for public comment and intervention in the above-
captioned docket;

WHEREAS, ORS is automatically a party of record to proceeding pursuant to S.C. Code
Ann, § 58-4-10(B) (Supp. 2014);

WHEREAS, SCEUC made a timely request to intervene in this docket;

WHEREAS, the Parties have varying positions regarding the issues in this case;

WHEREAS, the Parties to this Settlement Agreement have engaged in discussions to
determine if a Settlement Agreement would be in their best interest; and

WHEREAS, following these discussions the Parties have each determined that their
interest and the public interest would be best served by agreeing to settle the issues in the above-
captioned case under the terms and conditions set forth in this Settlement Agreement;

NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties hereby stipulate and agree to the following terms:

A, STIPULATION OF SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT, TESTIMONY AND WAIVER OF
CROSS-EXAMINATION

1. The Settling Parties agree to stipulate into the record before the Commission this
Settlement Agreement.

2. The Settling Parties agree to stipulate into the record before the Commission the
prefiled testimony and exhibits (collectively “Stipulated Testimony™) of the following witnesses
without objection, change, amendment, or cross-examination with the exception of changes
comparable to that which would be presented via an errata sheet or through a witness noting a
correction consistent with this Settlement Agreement. The Settling Parties agree that no other
evidence will be offered in the proceeding by them other than the Stipulated Testimony and

exhibits and this Settlement Agreement unless additional evidence is necessary to support the

Page 5 of 13
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Settlement Agreement. The Settling Parties also reserve the right to engage in redirect
examination of witnesses as necessary to respond to issues raised by the examination of their

witnesses, if any, by non-Parties or by testimony filed by non-Parties.

SCE&G witnesses

1.  Kevin B. Marsh

2.  Stephen A. Byme
3. Ronald A. Jones
4. Carlette L. Walker
5. Joseph M. Lynch

ORS witness:

1. M. Anthony James
If SCE&G determines that rebuttal testimony should be filed in response to any
testimony filed by any Intervenor that is not a signatory to this Settlement Agreement, then the
Parties hereto agree that any such testimony likewise would be stipulated into the record before
the Commission under this Settlement Agreement without objection, change, amendment, or
cross-examination with the exception of changes comparable to that which would be presented
via an errata sheet or through a witness noting a correction consistent with this Settlement

Agreement.
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B. SETTLEMENT TERMS

3. SCE&G has identified and itemized approximately $698 million in additional
capital costs that it deems as reasonable and necessary for completion of the construction of the
Units through the delayed Substantial Completion Dates. These additional capital costs have
been assigned to specific cost categories and are reflected and included in Settlement Exhibit 2.

4. These modifications increase the capital cost for the Units in 2007 dollars from
the approximately $4.5 billion, approved by the Commission in Order No. 2012-884, Order

Exhibit No. 1 to approximately $5.2 billion. Further, along with changes in escalation rates, these
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modifications increase the gross construction cost of the Units in current dollars from the
approximately $5.7 billion approved by the Commission in Order No. 2012-884, Order Exhibit
No. 1 to approximately $6.8 billion as reflected in Settlement Exhibit 2.

5. The Parties agree that the modified construction schedule and capital cost
schedule are not the result of imprudence by SCE&G and are fully consistent with the
requirements of the BLRA.

6. The Parties agree that the updated construction schedule, as reflected in the
updated BLRA Milestone Construction schedule attached hereto as Settlement Exhibit 1, should
be approved by the Commission as the new construction schedule.

7. The Parties also agree that the restated and updated capital cost schedule, as
reflected in Settlement Exhibit 2 attached hereto, should be approved by the Commission as the
new construction expenditure schedule for completion of the Units. Specifically, Settlement
Exhibit 2 should replace and supersede Order Exhibit No. 1 of Order No. 2012-884.

8. By Commission Order No. 2009-104(A), the Commission established a return on
equity of eleven percent (11%), which is applicable for revised rates filings under the Base Load

Review Act. This return on equity has been consistently and lawfully used for each revised rates

V6 J0 8 8bed - 3-/12-8102 - 9SdOS - Wd Z1:1 2 AINF 810Z - ONISSTO0Hd HO4 314300V

filing advanced by the Company since issuance of the initial Base Load Review order in 2009.
However, as an integral part of this Settlement Agreement and for Base Load Review Act
purposes only, beginning with any revised rates filing made on or after January 1, 2016, and
prospectively thereafter until such time as the Units are completed, SCE&G agrees to develop
and calculate its revised rates filings using ten and one-half percent (10.5%) as the return on
common equity rather than the approved return on common equity of eleven percent (11%)

subject to Paragraph 14 hereof.

% Any revised rates placed into effect prior to January 1, 2016, shall not be affected by this Settlement
Agreement, and the Parties specifically agree that Paragraph 8 of the Settlement Agreement is not intended to
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9. As set forth in S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-277 (Supp. 2014) of the BLRA, ORS will
continue to monitor the progress of the Units’ construction, including the ongoing status of
negotiations between SCE&G and the Consortium of disputes related to the delayed Substantial
Completion Dates and costs associated therewith.

10.  The Parties agree that the terms of this Seftlement Agreement are reasonable, in
the public interest and in accordance with law and regulatory policy.

11.  ORS is charged with the duty to represent the public interest of South Carolina
pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 58-4-10(B) (Supp. 2014). S.C. Code Ann. § 58-4-10(B)(1)
through (3) reads in part as follows:

“..."public interest’ means a balancing of the following:

(1)  Concems of the using and consuming public with
respect to public utility services, regardless of the
class of customer;

(2) Economic development and job attraction and
retention in South Carolina; and

(3)  Preservation of the financial integrity of the State’s
public utilities and continued investment in and

maintenance of utility facilities so as to provide
reliable and high quality utility services.”

12. The Parties agree to cooperate in good faith with one another in recommending to

6 J0 Gg 8bed - 3-/12-8102 - 9SdOS - Wd Z1:L Z AINF 810Z - ONISSTD0Hd HO4 314300V

the Commission that this Settlement Agreement be accepted and approved by the Commission as
a fair, reasonable and full resolution of all issues in the above-captioned proceeding, and shall
neither take any position contrary to the good faith duty agreed to herein nor encourage or aid
any other Intervenors to take a position contrary to the terms of this Settlement Agreement. The

Parties agree to use reasonable efforts to defend and support any Commission order with no

require SCE&G to provide any offset, credit, refund, reimbursement, or other compensation to customers for rates
considered and approved by the Commission and placed into effect prior to January 1, 2016. The reduction in the
Company’s return on equity shall only be prospectively applied for the purpose of calculating revised rates sought
by the Company on and after January 1, 2016, until such time as the Units are completed and for Base Load Review
Act purposes only.

Page 8 of 13
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other provisions issued approving this Settlement Agreement and the terms and conditions
contained herein.

13.  The Parties request that the Commission hold a hearing on this Settlement
Agreement, pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(G) (Supp. 2014), simultaneously with the
hearing on the merits of the Petition, which is currently scheduled to begin on July 21, 2015, and
request that the Commission adopt this Settlement Agreement as part of its order in this
proceeding. In furtherance of this request, the Parties stipulate and agree that the terms of this
Settlement Agreement comport with the terms of the BLRA.

14.  This Settlement Agreement contains the complete agreement of the Parties. There
are no other terms and conditions to which the Parties have agreed. The Parties agree that this
Settlement Agreement will not constrain, inhibit or impair their arguments or positions held in
future proceedings, nor will this Settlement Agreement, or any of the matters agreed to in it, be
used as evidence or precedent in any future proceeding. Any Party may withdraw from the
Settlement Agreement without penalty if (i) the Commission does not approve this Settlement
Agreement in its entirety or (ii) an appellate court does not affirm in all respects the
Commission’s order approving this Settlement Agreement in its entirety. If a Party elects to
withdraw from the Settlement Agreement pursuant to this paragraph, then the provisions of this
Settlement Agreement will no longer be binding upon the Parties.

15.  This Settlement Agreement shall be effective upon execution by the Parties and
shall be interpreted according to South Carolina law. The above terms and conditions fully
represent the agreement of the Parties hereto. Therefore, each Party acknowledges its consent
and agreement to the terms and conditions of this Settlement Agreement by affixing his or her
signature or authorizing its counsel to affix his or her signature to this document where indicated
below. Counsel’s signature represents his or her representation that his or her client has

authorized the execution of the Seftlement Agreement. Facsimile signatures and e-mail

Page 9 of 13
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signatures shall be as effective as original signatures to bind any party. This document may be
signed in counterparts, with the various signature pages combined with the body of the document

constituting an original and provable copy of this Settlement Agreement.

[Signatures on the following pages.]

Page 10 0of 13

6 J0 /8 8bed - 3-/12-8102 - OSdOS - Wd Z1:1 Z AINF 810Z - ONISSTO0Hd HO4 314300V


hope.adams
Typewritten Text
Order Exhibit No. 3
Docket No. 2015-103-E
Order No. 2015-661
September 10, 2015
Page 10 of 17


oraid8;Gv-01795-JMC  Date Filed 06/29/18 Entry Number 1-5 Page 88 of 94

Docket No. 2015-103-E
Order No. 2015-661
September 10, 2015
Page 11 of 17

WE AGREE:

Representing and binding the South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff

Drowrac B. Hudsar

Shannon Bowyer Hudson, Esquire

Jeffrey M. Nelson, Esquire

South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff

1401 Main Street, Suite 900

Columbia, SC 29201

Phone: (803) 737-0889

Fax: (803) 737-0895

Email: shudson@regstaff.sc.gov
joelson@regstaff.sc.gov
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WE AGREE:

Representing and b g South Carolina Energy Users Committee

z
Scetf Elliott, Esquire
Elliott & Elliott, P.A.
1508 Lady Street
Columbia, SC 29201
Phone: (803) 771-0555
Fax: (803) 771-8010
Email: selliott@elliottlaw.us
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WE AGREE:

Representing and binding South Carolina Electric & Gas Company

WP

K. Chad Burgess@sqfire

Matthew W. Gissendanner, Esquire

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company

Mail Code C222

220 Operation Way

Cayce, SC 29033

Phone: (803) 217-8141

Fax: (803)217-7931

Email: chad.burgess@scana.com
matthew.gissendanner@scana.com

Belton T. Zeigler, Esquire

Womble Carlyle Sandridge &Rice, LLP
1727 Hampton Street

Columbia, SC 29201

Phone: (803) 454-6504

Fax: (803) 454-6509

Email: bzeigler@popezeigler.com

Mitchell Willoughby, Esquire

Willoughby & Hoefer, P.A.

Post Office Box 8416

930 Richland Street

Columbia, SC 29202-8416

Phone: (803) 252-3300

Fax: (803)256-8062

Email: mwilloughby@willoughbyhoefer.com
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Seftlement Exhibit 1
BLRA Milestones Exhibit No. __ (SAB-2)
VC Summer Units 2 and 3

Procurement and Construction
ssue POs to nuclear component fabricators for Units 2 & 3 Containment Vessels

Contractor Issue PO to Passive Residual Heat Removal Heat Exchanger Fabricator - First Payment - Unit 2

Contractor issue PO to Accumulator Tank Fabricator - Unit 2
Contractor Issue PO to Core Makeup Tank Fabricator - Units 2 & 3
Contractor {ssue PO to Squib Valve Fabricator - Units 2 & 3
Contructor Issue PO to Steam Generator Fabricator - Units 2 & 3

Contractor Issue Long Lead Material PO to Reactor Coofant Pump Fabricator - Units 2& 3

Contractor Issue PO to Pressurizer Fabricator - Units 2 & 3

Contractor |ssue PO to Reactor Coolant Loop Pipe Fabricator - First Payment - Units 2 &3
Reactor Vesss| Internals - Issue Long Lead Material PO to Febricator - Units 2 & 3

Contractor Issue Long Lead Materia! PO to Reactor Vessel Fabricator - Units 2 & 3
Contractor |ssue PO to Integrated Head Package Fabricator - Units 2& 3
Cantrol Rod Drive Mechanism ssue PO for Long Lead Material to Fabricator - Units 2 & 3 - first payment
15 Issue POs to nuclear nt fabricators for Nuclear Island structurai CA20 Modules
16 Start Site fic and balance of plant detailed design
17 instrumentation & Controt Simulator - Contracter Place Notice to Proceed - Units 2& 3
18 |Steam Generstor - issue Final PO to Fabricator for Units 28 3
19 Reactor Vessel Internals - Contractor {ssue PO for Long Lead Material (Heavy Plate and Heavy Forgings) to Fabricator - Units 28 3
20 jContractor Issue Final PO to Reactor Vessel Fabricator - Units 28 3
21 |Varisble Frequency Drive Fabricator lssue Transformer PO - Units 2 & 3
22 Istart clearing, grubbing and grading
23 Core Makcue'l’unk Fabricator Issue Long Lead Material PO-Units 2& 3
24 Accumulator Tank Fabricator issue Long Lead Material PO - Units 2& 3
25 Pressurizer Fabricator (ssue Long Lead Material PO-Units 2 & S
Reactor Coolant - Second Payment-Units 2& 3
- issue PO to Fabricator - Units 2 and 3 - second
Lead Material to Febri ~Units 2 &3

-Units 283
30 Start Parr Road intersection work
Reactor Coolant Pump - Issue Final PO to Fabricator - Units 2 & 3
Lead Material PO - Units 2& 3
35 Contractor Issus PO to Turbine Generator Fabricator - Units 2 & 3
36 Contractor Issue PO to Main Transformers Fabricator - Units 2& 3
37 m‘tmk Fabriumr Notice to Contractor Receipt of Long Lead Material - Units 28, 3
38 Design Finalization
39 urbine Generator Fabdnuw issue PO for Condenser Matarlal - Unit 2
40 Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricator Issue Long Lead jlot2-Units2&3
41 Passive Residual Heat Removal Heat Exchanger Fabricator Receipt of Long Lead Materiat - Units 2& 3

42 Design Finalization P 5
Start erection of construction bulidings, to include craft facilities for personnel, tools, equipment; first ald facllities; field offices for site management and support

6 J0 16 9bed - 3-/12-8102 - 9SdOS - Wd Z1:1 2 AINF 810Z - ONISSTO0Hd HO4 314300V

43 : 8l; temporary warehouses: and construction hiring office

44 RuceresulFMNoﬂabComctorom ceipt of Flange Nozzle Shell Forging - Unit 2

45 i Finallzation P: ent 6

45 Instrumentation and Contml Simulstor - Contractor lssue PO to Subcontractor for Radiation Monitor System - Units 2& 3
47 Reactor Vessel internals - Fabricator Start Fit and Welding of Core Shroud Assembly - Unit 2

48 urbine Generator Fabricator issue PO for Moisture Separstor Reheater/Feedwater Heater Material - Unit 2

49 Reactor Coolant Loop Pips Fabricator Acceptance of Rew Material - Unit 2

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company
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BLRA Milestones
VC Summer Units 2 and 3

Reactor Vessel Internals - Fabricator Start Weld Neutron Shield Spacer Pads to Assembly - Unkt 2
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Exhibit No. __ (SAB-2)

——

Cantrol Rod Drive Mechanisms - Fabricator to Start Procurement of Long Lead Material - Unit 2

Contractor Notified that Pressurizer Fabricator Performed Cladding on Bottom Head - Unit2

Start excavation and foundation work for the standard for Unit 2
54 lsmm Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Re eceipt of 2nd Steam Generator Tubesheet Forging - Unit 2

[Reactor Vessel Fabricator Natice to Contractor of Outlet Norzle Welding to flange Nozzle Shell Compietion - Unit 2

Turbine Generator Febricator Notice to Contractor Contenser Fabrication Started - Unit 2

Completn praparations for recelving the first t module on site for Unit 2

Steam Gi Fabricator Notice to Contr Contractor of Recelp Recelpt of 13t Steam Generator Transition Cone Forging - Unit 2

Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricator Notice to. to Contractor of Manufacturing of Complstion - Unit 2

Reactor Coolant Plpe Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Machining. Heat Treating & Non-Destructive T Completion - Unit 2

Polar Crane Fabricator issue PO for Main Hoist Drum and Wire Rope-Units 2 &3

Core Makeup Tank Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Satisfactory Completion of Hydrotast - Unit 2

Control Rod Drive Mechanisms - Fabricator to Start Procurement of Long Lead Material - Unit 3

Turbine Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor Condenser Ready to Ship - Unit 2

72

Start placement of mud mat for Unit 2

Steam Genarator Fabricator Notice to Contractor of of 15t Steam Generator Tubing - Unit 2

Pressurizer Fabricator Notice to Contractor of and intermediate Shells Comgletion - Unit 2

Reactor Vessel Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Closure Head Cladd tion - Unit 3

Unit 2 first nuclear concrate

Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricstor Notice to Contractor of Stator Core Completion - Unit 2

Fabricator Start Fit and Wi of Core Shroud Assembly - Unit 2

Steam Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Com of 1st Steam Generator Tu Installation - Unit 2

Reactor Coolant Loop Pipe - Shipment of Equipmant to Site - Unit 2
S —

Control Rod Drive Mechanism - Ship Remainder of mmem {Latch Asstmﬂ& Rod Travel Housing]} to Head mller -Unit2

Pressurizer Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Weilding of Lower Shell to Bottom Head Completion - Unit 2

Steam Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Compiletion of 2nd Steam Gengrator Tubing installation - Unit 2

Finailzation 14

Set module CAD4 for Unit 2

Passive Residual Heat Removal Heat Exchanger Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Final Post Weld Heat Treatment - Unit 2

Passive Residual Heat Removal Heat Exchanger Fabricstor Notice to Contractor of Completion of Tubing - Unit 2

Peler Crane Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Girder Fabrication Compietion - Unit2

Turbine Generator Fabricator Notice to Contractor Condensar Ready to Ship - Unit3

|Sct Containment Vessel ring #1 for Unit 2

Reactor Coolant Pump Ftbrlcawr l)ellvec'yI of Casings to Port of Expert - Unit 2

Rucbr Coolant Pump Fabricator Notice to Contracter of Stator Core Complation - Unit 3
Reactor Vessel Fabricator Natice to Contractor of Receipt of Core Sheil Forging - Unit 3

Contractor Notified that Pressurizer Fabricator Performed Cladding on Bottom Head - Unit 3

Set Nuclear istand atructurs! module CAC3 for Unit 2

Unit2

88
a9 uib Valve Fabricator Notice to Contractor of letion of Assembly and Test for Squib Vaive H_Lvdwam - Unit2
| of u

80 |Accumulator Tank Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Satisfactary Compietion of Hydrotest - Unit 3

1
92
93
94

Polar Crane Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Electric Panel Assembly Completion - Unit 2

Start containment large bore pipe supports for Unit 2

Integrated Head Packags - Shipment of Equipment to Site - Unit 2

Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Final Stator Assembly Complation - Unit 2

95
9%
97
98
99

Steam Generator Fabricstor Notice to Contractar of Completion of 2nd Steam Generator Tubing Instalistion - Unit 3

Steam Generator Fabricator Netice to Contractor of Satisfactory Completion of 1st Steam Generator Hydrotest - Unit 2

Start cancrete fill of Nuclear island structural modules CA01 and CAO2 for Unit 2

Unit2

6 J0 26 9bed - 3-/12-8102 - 9SdOS - Wd Z1:1 2 AINF 810Z - ONISSTO0Hd HO4 314300V

Passive Residual Heat Ramoval Heat Exchanger - Delivery of Equipment to Port of Entry - Unit 2

Refueling Machine Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Satisfactory Completion of Factory Acceptance Test - Unit 2

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company
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Settlement Exhibit 1
BLRA Milestones Exhibit No. __ (5A8-2)

VC Summer Units 2 and 3

ment at Port of Entry - Unit 2

Turbine Generator Fabricator Notice to Contrmr Turbine Generotor Ready to Ship - Unit 2
Pressurizer Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Satisfactary Completion of Hydrotest - Unit 3
Polar Crane - Shipment of Equipment to Site - Unit 2

Receive Unit 2 Reactor Vessel on site from fabricator

109 __ |Reactor Coolant Pump Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Final Stator Assembly Completion - Unit 3
110 JResctor Coolant Pump - Shipment of

Pluce first nuclear concrets for Unit 3

Set Unit 2 Steam Generator

113 |Main Yransformers Ready to Ship - Unit 2
114 |Complete Unit 3 Steam Generator Hydrotest at fabricator 01 Unit3

115 |Set Unit 2 Contalnment Vessel Bottom Head on basemat legs Complete Comj
116 |Snt Unit 2 Pressurizer Vessel Unit2
117 __|Reactor Cootant Pump Fabricator Notice to Contractor of Satistactory m Fﬂx Acceptance Test - Unit 3 Zlm___ 20 Unit 3

118 |Deliver Reactor Vassel Internals to Port of Export - Unit 3 0. Unit3
119 IMain Transformers Fabricator Issue PO for Materiat - Unit 3

120 ete of Unit 2 Passive Residual Heat Removal System Unit2

121  |Stesm Generator - Contractor f f20. Unit3

, 201 Unit3

!{2015 Unit 2

6/30/202S |  4/30/201 Unit3

Maln Transformers Ready to Ship - Unit 3 /3142015 Unit3

Fuel & Rack - Shipment of Last Rack Module - Unit 3 7/31/2014 5/31/2 Unit3

in Unit 2 AwdBary Bullding 8/14/2013 Unit 2

Unit 2 Reactor Coolant cold hydro 1/22/2016 Unit2

Activate class IEDCmr in Unit 2 Auxiliary Building w Unit2

(Complete Unit 2 hot functional test 5/3/2016 /23720 Unit2

Instali Unit 3 ring 3 for containment vessel 8/25/2015 Unit3

Load Unit 2 nuciear fuel 9/15/2016 __1afa1208 Unit2

133  jUnit 2 Substantial etion 3/15£2017 Unit 2

134  |Set Unit 3 Reactor Vessel w[gym.s m_'ﬂ; Unit3

135 [Set Unit 3 Steam Generator #2 16 5/22/2017 _Unit3

136 _|Set Unit 3 Pressurizer Vessel 7/16/2015 11/27/2017 Unit 3

137 wel of Unit 3 Passive Residual Haat Removal 6/16/2016 1/29/2m8 Unit 3

138 |set Unit 3 polar crane 5/9/2016 12/18/2017 Unit3

139__|Start Unit 3 Shield Bullding roof slab rebar piacement _5/26/2016 5/11/2018 Unit3

140 _|Start Unit 3 Auxlilary Building electrical cable pulling 11/7/2014 6/23/2017_ Unit3

141 [Activate Unit 3 Auxiliary Bulldl! class 1€ DC pawer mﬁ 3{1_3{!_18 Unit3

142 |Complete Unit 3 Reactor Coolant System cold hydro 3/22/2017 2/26/2019 Unit 3

143 _|Complete Unit 3 hot functional test 7/3/2017 5/26/2019 Units

144 |complete Unit 3 nuclear fuel load 11/15/2017 12/18/2019 Unit 3

145 Unit 3 full tion 4/8/2018 5/20/2020 Unit3

145__|Unit 3 Substantial Complation 5/15/2018 §/16/2020 Unit3
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O
M
@)
A
0
STATED and UPDATED C u ENDITU 8
(Thousands of §)
@)
V.C. Summar Unlts 2 and 3 - Summary of SCE&G Capital Cost Components m
2
Actual through December 2014* plus P
Projected_ ©
— _ Actusi i  Proged ] 1
Plant Cost Categories Total 2009 3
Piapd Godt Citagories - ) BTN TN U TON U TR ) N
Flrm with Fixed Adjustment A : o ks - St - =
Flirm with Fixed Adjustment B } o) oo
Firm with Indexed Adjustment | e i e o
Actual Craft Wages | i [ 3 =it e c
Non-Labor Costs \ e - \ % =
Time & Matorlals | SaE - 7
Transmission Costs 320512 - 2 724 27 11.964 51,877 58,593 47,20 | 84,576 64,794 30,314 710 - - —
Total Base Project Costs(2007 $) 6,246,638 21,723 97,386 319,073 374,810 314,877 488,481 448,947 422,076 742,980 760,311 658,948 369,817 169,840 38,289 :I
Total Project Escalation 1,300,488 - 3519 20820 23,741 34,084 74,485 88,622 89,890 196884  247.026 240312 161.548 82,670 38,085 2
Total Revised Project Cash Flow 6,547,124] 21723 100805 340003 398,551 349,081 562,946 537,589 511,968 930,674 1,007,287 898,260 841,385 262510 74,354 1
Cumulative Project Cash od 21723 122628 462632 881,183 1,210,244 1,773,190 2310758 2822725| 3762398 4789635 5068895 6210260 BA72770 _ 6547124 %
AFUDC(Capitalized Intorest) 279,780 845 3497 10,584 17.150 14,218 18,941 27,722 28,131 30,502 44428 39,884 30,804 11,528 3,500 g
Gross Construction 6,828,914 22,368 104,403 350,567 415,701 383,278 581,688 585,281 638,097 870,170 1.051.683 939,143 572,348 274,039 77.853 (I-)
Construction Work in Progress 72388 126771 477338 883038 1256317 1,838,208 2403485 2941581 3911767 4,963,430 6802573 6474823 6748962 6,828,914 B
—
*Applicable index escalation rates for 2014 are estimated. Escalation is subject to restatement when actual indices for 2014 are final. O|°
Notes; A
Current Perlod AFUDC rate applied 5.68%) I
m
Escafation rates vary from reporting period to reporting period according to the terms of Commission Order 2008-104(A). 1
These projections refiect current escalation rates. Future changes in escalation rates could substatially change these projections. o
The AFUDC rate appliled is the current SCE&G rate. AFUDC rates can vary with changes in market interest rates, Q)
SCE&G’s embedded cost of capital, capitalization ratios, construction work In process, and SCE&G's short-tarm debt outstanding. %
©
I
S,
©
I
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	VI. PROCEDURAL FINDINGS AND LEGAL STANDARDS
	In Order No. 2009-104(A), dated March 2, 2009, the Commission approved a capital cost schedule for the construction of two 1,117 net MW nuclear power units to be located at the SCE&G’s V.C. Summer Nuclear Station near Jenkinsville, South Carolina.  Th...
	In Order No. 2010-12, the Commission approved an updated construction schedule for the project and an updated capital cost schedule that reflected the updated construction schedule.  The capital cost schedule approved in Order No. 2010-12 did not alte...
	On August 9, 2010, the South Carolina Supreme Court issued its decision in South Carolina Energy Users Comm. v. South Carolina Pub.  Serv. Comm’n, 388 S.C. 486, 697 S.E.2d 587 (2010), concerning SCEUC’s appeal of Order No. 2009-104(A). In its Opinion,...
	In Order No. 2011-345, the Commission approved an updated capital cost schedule in response to the Opinion, which removed from approved schedules costs that had not been identified as specific capital cost items and approved $174 million in adjustment...
	In Order No. 2012-884, the Commission approved an estimated capital cost for the Units of approximately $4.5 billion in 2007 dollars and a new milestone schedule tied to substantial completion dates for Units 2 and 3 of March 15, 2017, and May 15, 201...
	In the appeal of Order No. 2012-884 by the Sierra Club, the South Carolina Supreme Court affirmed the Commission’s ruling in all respects in South Carolina Energy Users Comm. v. South Carolina Elec. & Gas, 410 S.C. 348, 764 S.E.2d 913 (2014).
	Under S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E), a utility may petition the Commission “for an order modifying any of the schedules, estimates, findings, class allocation factors, rate designs, or conditions that form part of any base load review order.”  The Com...
	On March 12, 2015, SCE&G filed the Petition in this docket, pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E) (Supp. 2014), seeking an order approving updated capital cost and construction schedules for nuclear units.
	The Commission convened an evidentiary hearing on this matter on July 21, 2015, which concluded on July 22, 2015.
	No party presented any testimony or other evidence sufficient to overcome the Company’s affirmative testimony supporting reasonableness and prudence of the updated construction schedule or the fact that the $698.2 million in newly identified and itemi...

	VII. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
	The updated capital cost schedule contained in Hearing Exhibit No. 10 (CLW-1) reflects $698.2 million in costs that have not previously been presented to the Commission for review and approval.
	The evidence in the record demonstrates that $698.2 million in newly identified and itemized costs are not the result of imprudence on the part of SCE&G.
	As to specific components of the $698.2 million in newly identified and itemized costs, the additional EAC Costs and costs associated with change orders are costs which SCE&G must reasonably be expected to pay for completing the Units and preparing to...
	The additional costs that SCE&G is incurring as Owner of the project are not the result of imprudence and are costs that are reasonable and prudent costs to ensure that the project is constructed prudently, efficiently and economically, and to ensure ...
	The updated milestone construction schedule contained in Hearing Exhibit No. 4 (SAB-2) reflects the delay in the substantial completion of Unit 2 until June 19, 2019, and of Unit 3 to June 16, 2020.  The evidence shows that difficulties in submodule p...
	SCE&G’s decision to pay 90% of certain disputed invoiced costs under the EPC Contract, as discussed above, is reasonable and including those anticipated payments in the anticipated cost schedule for the project is appropriate under the BLRA.
	The Settlement Agreement entered into the record of this proceeding as Hearing Exhibit No. 1 fully conforms to the terms of S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(G) and its terms comport with the terms of the BLRA and are supported by the evidence.
	VIII. COMMISSION ORDER
	1. That the construction milestones schedule set forth in Hearing Exhibit No. 4 (SAB-2), attached hereto as Order Exhibit No. 1, shall be the approved construction milestone schedule for the Units for purposes of the administration of the Base Load Re...
	2. That the capital cost schedule set forth in Hearing Exhibit No. 10 (CLW-1), attached hereto as Order Exhibit No. 2, shall be the approved capital cost schedule for the Units for purposes of the administration of the Base Load Review Act unless or u...
	3. That the future quarterly reports filed by SCE&G under S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-277 shall reflect the modified schedules approved in this Order, and shall track and report final change order costs.
	4. That the Settlement Agreement set forth as Hearing Exhibit No. 1, and attached hereto as Order Exhibit No. 3, is approved and the terms therein shall be accepted and adopted by this Order pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(G).
	5. That this Order shall remain in full force and effect until modified by a subsequent order of the Commission.




